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Inherency 1AC
US and ROK tied together military under Mutual Defense Treaty

Bandow, former special assistant to President Ronald Reagan, 10 (Doug, 5-14-2010, “The U.S.-South Korea Alliance Outdated, Unnecessary, and Dangerous”, http://www.cato.org/pub_display.php?pub_id=11965, da: 7-14-2010, mjb)

The alliance is outdated, but in the shortterm the United States and South Korea are tied together militarily. Their responses to the sinking of the Cheonan have reflected that relationship, thus Secretary of State Hillary Clinton’s vague promise of “consequences” for North Korea in response to the Cheonan sinking. However, Washington should leave imposition of those consequences to Seoul. There are low-risk steps which the Obama administration could take, but almost all would be counterproductive. For instance, naming the North a terrorist state for sinking the Cheonan would demonstrate that the designation has little or nothing to do with terrorism.28 Sinking a military vessel may be an act of war, but it does not fit the definition of terrorism. Formally killing the Six-Party Talks might provide the ROK and the United States some satisfaction but it also would eliminate the only ongoing U.S.-North Korean dialogue and might make it harder to enlist China’s assistance in dealing with the North.29 In fact, after the sinking the Obama administration supported restarting these negotiations. State Department spokesman Philip Crowley explained: “I wouldn’t necessarily link those directly. And we want to see North Korea come back to the six-party process.”30 However, the administration has not pushed the issue since the North’s complicity became obvious. Finally, reinforcing America’s military posture on the peninsula represents a move in the wrong direction. Victor Cha of Georgetown University, who was the NSC director for Asian Affairs in the latter years of the Bush administration, advocates “reestablishing deterrence on the peninsula.”31 Exactly when and how deterrence disappeared he does not 6 Seoul does not need to replicate America’s military to defeat the North’s military. detail, but responsibility for any “reestablishment” should lie with Seoul. Similarly, Bruce Klingner of the Heritage Foundation advocates enhancing U.S. naval forces in the Yellow Sea.32 However, South Korea already possesses larger, betterequipped, and more modern vessels than does the North. The sinking of the Cheonan should serve as a wake-up call to Seoul to focus its military build-up on its own defense rather than regional or global mission
Thus, the plan: The United States federal government should phase out to the point of elimination all ground forces from South Korea.
ADV Six Party Talks 1AC
Renewed Six Party Talks will come up short; North Korea is unwilling to cooperate
Lewis, William Haas Professor of Chinese Politics, Carlin, former senior policy advisor at the KEDO, 10 

(John, Bob, March 2010, “The Six Party Talks: Outlining a True Restart”, Bulletin of the Atomic Scientists, http://www.thebulletin.org/web-edition/op-eds/the-six-party-talks-outlining-true-restart, da: 7-14-2010, mjb)

In recent weeks, several senior diplomats from several different countries have indicated that the Six-Party Talks aimed at dismantling North Korea's nuclear weapons program will resume shortly. That's the good news. The bad news is that these long-awaited talks will come up short--yet again--unless they undergo a serious reality check.  Originally created to deal with an earlier nuclear crisis in 2002, the multi-party negotiations were intended to replace, and improve upon, the 1994 U.S.-North Korean Agreed Framework, which froze Pyongyang's fissile production program in an attempt to prevent the North from getting nuclear weapons. Unfortunately, whatever promise these talks first held vanished in October 2006 when North Korea decided to attempt a nuclear test. And any remaining shreds of promise disappeared completely last May with Pyongyang's second nuclear test.  So the North Korea we are dealing with today (i.e., a de facto nuclear weapon state) is much different than the North Korea we were dealing with in 2002 (i.e., a country whose nuclear status was ambiguous). Making matters worse, we have painted ourselves into a corner by vowing that we will never "accept" Pyongyang as a nuclear-armed state.  Escaping from this corner will require a delicate, but not impossible, diplomatic dance. We don't have to give up our ultimate goal of denuclearizing North Korea and bringing it within the confines of the Nuclear Non-Proliferation Treaty. But we do have to free ourselves from out-of-date thinking so we can actually tackle this challenge instead of merely posturing about it.  Without a doubt, in 2010, the diplomatic dance is far more difficult than it was before October 2006. The dilemma is that Pyongyang has likely concluded that Washington can neither wrest away its nuclear weapons status nor build enough international pressure to convince it to do so. Most critically, North Korea's two nuclear tests appear to have transformed the country's self-image and bargaining strategy. Pyongyang sees no reason to heed the call for negotiations explicitly designed to relieve the regime of what it worked so long and hard to achieve.

North Korea Denuclearization only possible with Six Party Talks

Japan Times 9 (7/17/09, " New IAEA head Amano hopes to revive six-party process", lexis,JL)  

Reviving the six-party talks remains a vital component of the effort to denuclearize North Korea, Yukiya Amano, the next director general of the International Atomic Energy Agency, said Thursday in Tokyo. But Amano, who earlier this month became the first Asian voted in as head of the nuclear watchdog, noted that the IAEA can only play its role once Pyongyang agrees to allow inspectors to enter its nuclear facilities. "There needs to be steps forward within the six-party talks on a process for denuclearization," he said in a news conference at the Foreign Ministry, adding that the IAEA is ready to do its job when called upon. Turning to Iran, Amano acknowledged that Tehran hasn't fully cooperated in the release of information on its nuclear programs and that the agency will continue to push the government for more transparency. Amano, who has served with the Permanent Mission of Japan to the International Organizations in Vienna since 2005, said nuclear nonproliferation and promoting the peaceful use of atomic energy are two key objectives for the IAEA today. He said he will continue to push for both with Japan, the only country to have experienced nuclear attacks. He added that Tokyo is ready to provide technological assistance to those who pursue the peaceful use of nuclear.  

Allowing the DPRK to go nuclear causes nuclear terrorism which will cause global economic collapse 

Perry, a senior fellow at the Hoover Institution, 06 (William, September 06, “Proliferation on the Peninsula: Five North Korean Nuclear Crises”, Sage Publications Inc., http://iis-db.stanford.edu/pubs/21957/Perry_Proliferation_on_the_Peninsula.pdf, mjb)
The growing nuclear arsenal in North Korea is a security disaster for several compelling reasons, including the likely domino effect on proliferation. But the overriding reason is the possibility that a North Korean nuclear bomb will end up in one of our cities, not delivered by a missile, but by a truck or freighter. Al Qaeda has already stated unequivocally that it is seeing weapons of mass destruction. More chillingly, as reported by Graham Allison (2004), they have stated that they have a mission to kill 4 million Americans in revenge for specific wrongs that they believe the United States has inflicted on Muslim people. So we must take seriously the consequences of such a terror group gaining access to nuclear weapons, and the only plausible avenue for doing so is to buy or steal them from a nuclear power. If North Korea proceeds unchecked with building its nuclear arsenal, the risk of nuclear terrorism increases significantly. Of course, terrorists setting off a nuclear bomb on U.S. soil would not be equivalent to the nuclear holocaust threatened during the cold war. But it would be the single worst catastrophe this country has ever suffered. Just one bomb could result in more than one hundred thousand deaths, and there could be more than one attack. The direct economic losses from the blast would be hundreds of billions of dollars, but the indirect economic impact would be even greater, as worldwide financial markets would collapse in a way that would make the market setback after 9/11 seem mild. And the social and political effects are incalculable, especially if the weapon were detonated in Washington or Moscow or London, crippling the government of that nation. For all of these reasons, checking the nuclear aspirations of North Korea should be a top security priority for the United States.
Economic collapse leads to extinction
Barry, Ph.D in “Land Resources”, 08 (Glen, internationally recognized global visionary, http://www.countercurrents.org/barry140108.htm, Counter Currents, January 14, 2008)
We know that humanity must reduce greenhouse gas emissions by at least 80% over coming decades. How will this and other necessary climate mitigation strategies be maintained during years of economic downturns, resource wars, reasonable demands for equitable consumption, and frankly, the weather being more pleasant in some places? If efforts to reduce emissions and move to a steady state economy fail; the collapse of ecological, economic and social systems is assured.  Bright greens take the continued existence of a habitable Earth with viable, sustainable populations of all species including humans as the ultimate truth and the meaning of life. Whether this is possible in a time of economic collapse is crucially dependent upon whether enough ecosystems and resources remain post collapse to allow humanity to recover and reconstitute sustainable, relocalized societies.  It may be better for the Earth and humanity's future that economic collapse comes sooner rather than later, while more ecosystems and opportunities to return to nature's fold exist. Economic collapse will be deeply wrenching -- part Great Depression, part African famine. There will be starvation and civil strife, and a long period of suffering and turmoil.  Many will be killed as balance returns to the Earth. Most people have forgotten how to grow food and that their identity is more than what they own. Yet there is some justice, in that those who have lived most lightly upon the land will have an easier time of it, even as those super-consumers living in massive cities finally learn where their food comes from and that ecology is the meaning of life. Economic collapse now means humanity and the Earth ultimately survive to prosper again.  Human suffering -- already the norm for many, but hitting the currently materially affluent -- is inevitable given the degree to which the planet's carrying capacity has been exceeded. We are a couple decades at most away from societal strife of a much greater magnitude as the Earth's biosphere fails. 
US Withdrawal key to North Korean cooperation in the Six Party Talks

Kirk ‘7, Journalist, constantly travels to South Korea (Donald, http://www.atimes.com/atimes/Korea/IG17Dg01.html,DA:7-16-10,JL)  

North Korea opened a prolonged campaign for a long list of concessions after shutting down its 5-megawatt experimental reactor at its nuclear complex at Yongbyon, about 100 kilometers north of Pyongyang.  Senior North Korean diplomats signaled their strategy at the outset of what is likely to be an unsuccessful drive to get the country to abandon its entire nuclear program in accordance with    the six-nation agreement reached in Beijing in February. Well before inspectors from the International Atomic Energy (IAEA) arrived in Pyongyang to monitor and verify the shutdown of the reactor, Han Song-ryol, head of the North Korean Disarmament-Peace Institute, said "denuclearization of the Korean Peninsula is possible" only if the US suspends its "hostile policy" and withdraws its troops from South Korea.  Han, who previously served as North Korea's deputy ambassador to the United Nations, issued this warning in a talk at Chatham House in London after Pyongyang had called for military talks with the United States. Washington, however, refused to accept Pyongyang's suggestion, which diplomats viewed as an attempt to bypass South Korea.  North Korea's call for withdrawal of the 29,000 US troops still in South Korea leads a long list of demands that Pyongyang plans to make at every stage of the bargaining process. North Korea's rationale is that it can only meet conditions of the February agreement "in tandem" with reciprocal responses and gestures by the US.  
ADV Democracy  
Reducing ROK dependence on the US is key to democracy in the country
Korea News 9 (http://www.kcna.co.jp/item/2009/200905/news29/20090529-07ee.html, “Withdrawal of U.S. Aggressor Forces from S. Korea Called For”, May 29, 2009, da: 7/19/2009, mjb.)
Pyongyang, May 29 (KCNA) -- In order to realize the Koreans' desire for independent reunification, peace and prosperity they should get the U.S. forces withdrawn from south Korea as early as possible and put an end to its policy of colonial domination.  Rodong Sinmun Friday observes this in a signed article.  It goes on:  The withdrawal of the U.S. forces from south Korea is an indispensable requirement for the independent development and democracy of the south Korean society, a precondition for ensuring peace on the Korean Peninsula and a prerequisite to the independent reunification of the nation.  The U.S. presence and domination over south Korea are hurdles lying in the way of the socio-political development and democracy of south Korea and the root cause of all sorts of misfortune and sufferings its people are now undergoing.  There is neither independence nor human rights in south Korea which the U.S. imperialist aggressors lord it over. The U.S. forces are no more than aggressors and occupation forces that are implementing the U.S. policy of aggression toward the DPRK and its policy of domination over south Korea on the spot.  The U.S. imperialist aggressor forces have never allowed the south Korean people to desire independence and democracy, progress and reunification.  The U.S. has threatened the DPRK by force of arms and done harm to the peace on the peninsula with its racket for a war of aggression against the north.  The U.S. helped ultra-right conservative forces come back to power in south Korea to block Korea's reunification.  Had the U.S. imperialists pulled its forces out of south Korea according to the resolution of the 30th UN General Assembly, the Koreans would have achieved the country's reunification long ago through reconciliation and concerted efforts.  The U.S. should unconditionally withdraw its aggressor forces from south Korea as unanimously demanded by the Koreans. 

The spread of democracy solves war 
Halperin, Ph.D in International Relations from Yale, Siegle, Associate Director at the IRIS at the University of Maryland, Weinstein, former chairman of the Department of Economics at Haverford, 2005 (Morton, Joseph, Michael, http://books.google.com/books?id=JiNLH1I50PkC&printsec=frontcover&source=gbs_atb#v=onepage&q&f=false, “The Democracy Advantage: How Democracies Promote Prosperity and Peace”, March 17, 2005 da: 7/20/2010, mjb)
Counter to the expectations of the prevailing school, a great deal of research in the 1990s on the political dimension of conflict has revealed a powerful pattern of a “democratic peace”. Democracies rarely, if ever, go to war with each other. This pattern has held from the establishment of the first modern democracies in the nineteenth century to the present. As an ever-greater share of the world’s states become democratic, the implications for global peace are profound. Indeed, as the number of democracies has been increasing, major conflicts around the world (including civil wars) have declined sharply. Since 1992, they have fallen by two-thirds, numbering just 13 as of 2003.
Withdraw solves South Korean dependence on the US

Bandow, former special assistant to President Ronald Reagan, 2007. (Doug, http://original.antiwar.com/doug-bandow/2007/08/10/korean-whining-the-price-of-dependence-on-america/, Anti-War, August 11, 2007, mjb)
It’s time for Washington to end the blame game. That means ending Seoul’s dependence on America.  This doesn’t mean terminating the wide-ranging contacts between the two nations. South Korea and America have strong economic ties – which would be strengthened by approval of the Free Trade Agreement now pending before the legislatures of both nations.  Cultural contacts are many, with large Korean communities living in the U.S. and many of the South’s academic, business, and political elite having attended American universities. Multiple friendships also have been forged in the blood of war and through decades of U.S. soldiers serving in the ROK.  But there’s no need for Washington to defend the South any longer. Seoul has joined the front rank of nations – its economy is among the dozen largest in the world, its companies range the globe doing business, and its people, as illustrated by the ill-starred aid workers, are taking Korea to the world. Serious nations have an obligation to defend themselves.  Ending America’s security guarantee and troop deployment would leave the ROK’s future in its hands. The South could decide whether to intervene in a nation like Afghanistan without worrying lest a negative decision trigger Washington’s displeasure.  Seoul also wouldn’t expect any particular consideration when it came to policy in other lands. American officials who didn’t back an Afghan prisoner exchange for an Italian journalist wouldn’t be expected to change their position for South Korean church workers.  And South Koreans would be forced to confront the fact that their relative impotence in this or similar situations has nothing to do with America. It is frustrating for any people to stand by and see their fellow citizens kidnapped and murdered.  But the Korean government made a sovereign decision to send troops to Afghanistan and Iraq; the 23 Korean Christians made personal decisions to travel to Afghanistan. The Korean public should hold its politicians and fellow citizens, not the U.S. government, responsible for their actions.  But there’s something more important at stake. By ending its dependence on the U.S., the ROK could take over the lead in fashioning policy towards the North and other neighboring states. No longer would Washington be in a position to plan a war without bothering to consult with South Korean leaders, as did President Bill Clinton during the first nuclear crisis with Pyongyang more than a decade ago. Instead, the ROK would set the Korean agenda.  The U.S. would benefit by ridding itself of responsibility for the emotional and complicated problems of other nations. The advantages for South Koreans of running their own affairs would be even greater – “priceless,” as the credit card ad goes.  Americans and South Koreans alike should hope and pray for the safe return of the Taliban’s latest hostages. But the tragic problem belongs to South Koreans, not Americans.  Before the next such incident arises, with the U.S. being blamed by South Koreans for the actions of the ROK government and people, Washington should announce that it is turning responsibility for the South’s defense back to Seoul. The South has become a leader among nations. It is time South Korea acted accordingly.
ADV Tripwire

Cheonan attack has increased ROK-DPRK tensions to a new high 

Lewis, Asia business correspondent for The Times, 2010 (Leo, http://www.timesonline.co.uk/tol/news/world/asia/article7130382.ece “Seoul poised to accuse Pyongyang of Cheonan attack”, The Times, May 20 2010)

The official inquiry into the fatal sinking of a South Korean warship has turned-up “smoking gun” evidence that the vessel was torpedoed by a North Korean missile, according to leaks.  If confirmed, the evidence will compel Seoul to formally accuse Pyongyang today of masterminding the March 26 attack on the 1,200 tonne Cheonan — a move that will add further acrimony to the fast-degrading relationship between the two Koreas.  So far, the official position in Seoul has been to hold back from directly accusing its unpredictable, nuclear-armed neighbour of launching an attack on the Cheonan, though senior officials have made it clear that is what they believe happened. Pyongyang has consistently denied any involvement in the sinking.  The “smoking gun” leak stories began emerging in South Korean newspapers yesterday 24 hours before the hotly-anticipated publication of the official report into the sinking, in which 46 sailors were killed. The centrepiece of that report is expected to be “proof” that the Cheonan was sent to the seabed by a deliberate North Korean torpedo attack, rather than the accidental detonation of a sea mine or a variety of other possible causes for an explosion that broke the ship in half.  The report is understood to include a computer simulation of the alleged attack in which the Cheonan is shown being struck by an acoustic homing torpedo armed with a quarter-tonne warhead.  If it does directly accuse the North of attacking the South Korean warship, the probe could create significant diplomatic turmoil. If it felt it had strong enough evidence, Seoul has indicated it would take the matter to the United Nations Security Council and sanctions against the reclusive regime would be increased.  The next few weeks would then see a rising tide of policy responses from South Korea and its allies, said Daniel Pinkston, a North Korea expert at the International Crisis Group. Seoul has already begun instructing companies with commercial dealings across the border to pull back on some of those, and the pace of that withdrawal could increase.  More significantly, Washington might be persuaded to put North Korea back onto its list of countries recognised as state sponsors of terrorism — a move that would deal a heavy blow to the regime’s already tattered finances.  Pyongyang, said Mr Pinkston, will almost certainly continue to deny its involvement. “But Pyongyang will tell itself that everyone knows it was North Korea who sank the South Korean ship and know that it has sent out the message that it can hit the South whenever it wants.” 


Pyongyang will retaliate if punished for Cheonan attack

Timberlake, Associated Foreign Press correspondent in Hanoi, 2010 (Ian, http://www.google.com/hostednews/afp/article/ALeqM5jssKofnhYNzrqcItnswKoPalG_aQ, Associated Foreign Press, 7/19/2010, da:7/19/2010,mjb)
Asia's largest security forum has "deep concern" over the sinking of a South Korean warship, according to a draft chairman's statement obtained on Monday.  "The ministers expressed deep concern over the sinking of the Republic of Korea's naval ship, the Cheonan," says the draft prepared for foreign ministers of the Association of Southeast Asian Nations Regional Forum (ARF), which is to meet Friday in Hanoi.

  South Korea had said it wanted ARF to condemn North Korea for the torpedo attack which broke the corvette in two in March with the loss of 46 lives. Pyongyang vehemently denies involvement despite the findings of a multinational investigation, and said it was ready to retaliate if punished. 
The US would get dragged into any ROK-DPRK conflict
Bandow, former special assistant to President Ronald Reagan, 10 (Doug, 5-14-2010, “The U.S.-South Korea Alliance Outdated, Unnecessary, and Dangerous”, http://www.cato.org/pub_display.php?pub_id=11965, da: 7-14-2010, mjb)
The United States has had a military relationship with the Republic of Korea (ROK) for 65 years. American forces partitioned the peninsula at the end of World War II, established the ROK as a new nation in 1948, rescued South Korea from invasion in 1950, and deployed as a permanent garrison after the conflict ended in 1953. U.S. troops remain to this day.  The Cold War ended long ago. Neither Moscow nor China is likely to back the so-called Democratic People's Republic of Korea (DPRK) in any new aggressive war. The ROK has raced past North Korea on most measures of national power and become a global economic leader. The entire raison d'&ecaron;tre of the alliance has disappeared.  The recent sinking of the South Korean naval vessel Cheonan offers a stark reminder that, because of Washington's security guarantee, even a parochial quarrel between Seoul and Pyongyang could drag in the United States. The risk to America might have been warranted when the ROK was unable to defend itself and the Korean confrontation was tied to the Cold War, but there no longer is any cause to maintain a defense commitment that is all cost and no benefit to the United States 
And the US would have no choice but intervene with nuclear weapons
Horween, U.S. Foreign Service Officer for the U.S. Agency for International Development from March 1981 to March 1998 and Horween graduated with honors from the CCNY, Baruch School of Business Administration, 2009 (Matt Horween, http://www.thestreet.com/story/10555800/1/opinion-time-to-remove-us-troops-from-south-korea.html, GWY)
South Korea is my first example of our total disregard of any strategy in deploying 20,000-30,000 troops in a country that does not allow most of our products to be imported and where a large part of public opinion is unhappy with us for various reasons dating back to our support of the dictatorship of Syngman Rhee.  Not satisfied with our present untenable situation in Korea, with our troops held hostage to the fear of a massive North Korean surprise attack, our Department of Defense now wants to send the dependents of our troops that were formerly at the DMZ in South Korea to live with the troops in South Korea. Of course, this would lead to more balance of payments deficits and deprive the domestic U.S. economy of the spending the dependents now make in the USA.  If North Korea decides to move against South Korea our troops would immediately become hostages since there is no way the South Koreans and our small contingent of troops could contain them without using nuclear weapons. Therefore, our troops would become prisoners. Having the dependents of our troops there would only make the North Koreans even more likely to attack since we would be frozen by indecision as to how to react to the attack without harming the dependents who would for the most part would be women and children.  The only way to stop a North Korean attack by its huge 4.7 million man army (including reserves) would be for the U.S. to use nuclear weapons. If we have, tactical nuclear weapons in Korea they will be captured along with our troops unless we use the weapons. Does anyone believe that we would do this? I do not think we would use the weapons but instead would be forced to mount World War III to save our troops or let them just rot there as we did under Carter in Iran or a better example the Philippines in World War II.  I wonder what is the strategic value of the Korean peninsula to us now that the domino theory in Asia has been totally discredited and we are being bankrolled by China, which is an ally of North Korea. Does any of this make sense to you? I think we must want to protect our access to Korean cars from Hyundai , electronic gizmos from Samsung and flat panel screens from LG.  It might also surprise you to know that for more than thirty years the USA has, off and on, been feeding North Korea with free food. The North Koreans were then free to spend all their money on arming their regime and developing nuclear weapons and now helping other nations and terror groups to obtain nuclear weapons.  The media has acted in concert with our leaders by running heart-breaking stories of how the people of North Korea will die by the millions this or that winter if we do not feed them. Our government/ media complex has repeatedly told us that by giving the North Koreans, free food things will be better and South Korea will like us better.  Our leaders have told us repeatedly that Russia and China -- which fought alongside the North Koreans against us in the Korean War and again in the Vietnam War, where they fought against us by supplying Vietnam -- will somehow control the North Koreans and make them want to join the family of man, etc.  None of this has happened because Russia and China have no interest in stopping our financial bleeding related to the cost of our forces in Japan and South Korea. I will discuss our massive air, sea and ground troops in Japan in my next missive.  It is obvious to anyone who thinks about it, that what the U.S. government is doing now and proposing to do in the future in South Korea is not a good plan. So what would be a good plan? We could withdraw all of our troops, close all our bases, and bring all our assets back to the USA.  The troops would be with their families and we would benefit from their economic impact here. More importantly, our military could train them to be an instant deployment force. They could train in the southwest desert area of our country, where they would be on the spot in case Mexico implodes or their drug war spills over into U.S. territory. We would tell South Korea that it is time for them to take over their own defense and to go to the United Nations if North Korea invades their territory.  It is obvious that we should deploy an anti-ballistic missile system to protect from a launch against us from North Korea. Of course, our current president is against our having an anti-missile defense. I guess after North Korea destroys part of Hawaii, he might change his mind or we will not reelect him. The production of the anti-missile system could provide good jobs in the USA for the likes of Raytheon(RTN) and Northrop Grumman(NOC).
Inherency XT

US Troops to remain in South Korea

Korea Times 9 (12/9/09, "US to Maintain Current Level of Troops Here", lexis,JL) 

The United States Tuesday reaffirmed its pledge to maintain the current level of its troops in South Korea. "We are very committed to the 28,500 troops' presence in South Korea. That's strongly reaffirmed by President Obama, both publicly as well as his meetings with President Lee (Myung-bak)," Adm. Michael Mullen, chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, told reporters in Washington. Mullen, however, said the Obama administration would follow up on the strategic flexibility posture drawn up by the Bush administration for rapid deployment of U.S. troops abroad to conflict regions. "The idea of strategic flexibility is one we are addressing with the South Korean leadership," he said. "We think it is very important, part of a strategic concept for security both for the region and globally." Faced with tough resistance from Taliban insurgents in Afghanistan, Obama last week announced plans to send 30,000 more troops to the war-ravaged central Asian nation early next year to bring the number of U.S. troops there to more than 100,000. South Korea plans to send 140 more civilian reconstruction workers to Afghanistan next year, accompanied by about 320 security forces. South Korea withdrew more than 200 military medics and engineers from Afghanistan in 2007 after 23 South Korean Christian missionaries were held captive. Two of them were killed. The rest were released after Seoul pledged to withdraw the troops. South Korean Foreign Minister Yu Myung-hwan recently said that increased aid to Afghanistan by South Korea was linked to the stable deployment of 28,500 U.S. troops in the Korean Peninsula, a legacy of the 1950 to 53 Korean War. 
28,000 useless US troops are stationed in South Korea, and they may only affect the US negatively

Pena, former director of defense policy studies, ’10 (Charles V, July 15, former director of defense policy studies Charles V. PeÃ±a is the author of studies on the war on terrorism, the Iraq war, homeland security, bioterrorism, missile defense, and national security cited in the New York Times, the Washington Post, USA Today, the Wall Street Journal, the Los Angeles Times, and the Chicago Tribune. He has appeared on The McLaughlin Group, The O'Reilly Factor, Hardball, Lester Holt Live, Market Watch, and the NBC Nightly News. PeÃ±a holds an M.A. in security policy studies from the George Washington University, http://original.antiwar.com/pena/2010/07/14/why-do-we-still-have-troops-in-korea/, jkim)
Ultimately, the current crisis in Korea is a long overdue a wake up call to reassess U.S. policy. The hard truth is that U.S. security does not hinge on the security and stability of the Korean peninsula – in the absolute worst case of South Korea falling to a North Korean invasion, the reality is that America would still be safe because North Korea is not a global expansionist power that threatens the United States. That does not mean that the United States has no interest in fostering political stability in the region and containing North Korea. But those interests can be better served by South Korea and other countries in the neighborhood – Japan and China – working together to create regional security. And instead of keeping more than 28,000 U.S. troops stationed in South Korea as a first responder that would automatically force the United States into war if current tensions escalated to actual armed conflict between the two Koreas, the United States could act as an offshore balancer of last resort to respond only if South Korea and other countries in the region were unable to halt North Korean aggression and such aggression jeopardized US national security.
S. Korea Reluctant to accept wartime responsibility

Trumpet, Political Magazine (Trumpet Magazine, “Leaving South Korea?”, January 2007
<http://www.thetrumpet.com/print.php?q=3077.0.89.0>, ad: 13 July 2010, hba)

A proposal recently signed in Washington indicates America is trying to cut its losses globally, say some experts. In October, defense secretaries for the United States and South Korea met to seal an agreement “to pass more military responsibility to South Korea in the event of war” (Wall Street Journal, Oct. 23, 2006). The change, scheduled to take place between 2009 and 2012, will give South Korea wartime control of its military—something the U.S. has had since the Korean War. The war between North Korea and South Korea never officially ended. The two sides signed an armistice, but the 38th parallel, dividing the two Koreas, has remained the most heavily guarded border on the planet. Many, especially in South Korea, view America’s ceding control of the wartime armed forces to South Korea as a sign of an impending American pullout, thus leaving the tiny democratic nation to stand on its own against hostile enemies. “As soon as the control is passed,” said a retired Korean naval officer, “the U.S. will leave.” South Korea has reason to be worried. With America’s armed forces diffused to the farthest reaches of the globe and the level of troop commitment required in Iraq so high, the U.S. military is losing the ability to respond to other crises. It has reason to want out of South Korea. “For the U.S., a speedy transition [of power to South Korea] will more quickly allow it to send personnel associated with Korean war planning and logistics to other places,” wrote the Wall Street Journal. Whereas America wants to rescind wartime control as soon as possible, the South Koreans are happy to put any American withdrawal as far into the future as they can. Former U.S. Secretary of Defense Donald Rumsfeld, for instance, said South Korea “has the ability to assume responsibility for wartime operational control roughly in the time frame of 2009,” while South Korean Defense Minister Yoon Kwang Ung is looking to 2012 as being the best year. The deal is not popular with the Korean public either. Just days after signing the deal, Yoon offered his resignation. That the powerful U.S. would want to pull out of South Korea when many South Koreans have no desire to direct their wartime operations is a sign that the American superpower is overstretched. •

Now South Korea delaying the previous plan to until 2015

Garamone, U.S. American Forces Press Service Reporter (Jim, American Forces Press Service, “U.S., South Korea to delay transfer of wartime control”, Jun 29, 2010, < http://www.army.mil/-news/2010/06/29/41572-us-south-korea-to-delay-transfer-of-wartime-control/>, da: 13 JULY 2010, hba)
The United States and South Korea have agreed to delay until December 2015 the transfer of wartime operational control of troops on the Korean peninsula to South Korea, the two nations' presidents announced following a June 26 meeting in Toronto.  Specific details of how the wartime operational control will shift will be formulated next month during meetings in the South Korean capital of Seoul, Pentagon officials said. Transfer of control had been scheduled for April 2012. The change reaffirms the importance of the U.S. military alliance with South Korea, President Barack Obama said.South Korean officials discussed extending the transfer date with U.S. officials even before North Korea torpedoed and sank the South Korean ship Cheonan on March 26, South Korean President Lee Myung-bak said. Extending the deadline will allow the ultimate transfer to proceed more smoothly and allow the U.S. and South Korean militaries to be more in sync, Pentagon officials said.  "We have arrived at an agreement that the transition of operational control for alliance activities in the Korean peninsula will take place in 2015," 
South Korea is in no rush, they are fine having the US fight their wars for them, and will continue to delay the plan as far into the future as they can. Only firm implementation of the plan by the US government solves.
US troops will stay in South Korea

NYT 6/27 (Sewell Chan, Jackie Calmes, 6/27/10, " US Keeps Command of Military in Seoul ", http://www.nytimes.com/2010/06/27/world/asia/27prexy.html?src=mv, GWY)
TORONTO — In its strongest move since the sinking of a South Korean warship, the Obama administration said Saturday that the United States would retain control of all military forces in the South during any conflict with North Korea, which has been widely blamed for the attack on the ship in March that killed 46 sailors.  The announcement was an apparent attempt to signal to the North, which has long wanted American forces off the peninsula, that the United States would remain firmly in control of military operations if war were to break out.  The decision is somewhat symbolic; the United States was not slated to give up wartime control of South Korean troops until 2012, and the new agreement extends the deadline to 2015. But the agreement allowed Washington and Seoul to take some action after months of struggling for ways to punish the North — and attempt to deter it from further violence — without provoking the country's erratic leader, Kim Jong-il, to launch new attacks.  “There have to be consequences for such irresponsible behavior on the international stage,” Mr. Obama said Saturday during a press conference with President Lee Myung-bak of South Korea on the sidelines of an economic summit.  The difficulty of taking action against the North was underscored earlier in the day when the leaders of the world's largest industrialized economies and Russia — the so-called Group of 8 — condemned the sinking of the South Korean vessel, the Cheonan, without explicitly blaming North Korea. An investigation by South Korea and investigators from several other countries firmly placed responsibility for the attack on North Korea, but neither China nor Russia has embraced that conclusion. China is not part of the G-8, but is a dominant force in the G-20.  The G-8 said in a communiqué, “We support the Republic of Korea in its efforts to seek accountability for the Cheonan incident.”  Mr. Obama also used the press conference to announce that President Hu Jintao of China had accepted an invitation to pay a state visit to the United States. The news came just days after China said it would allow greater flexibility in the value of its currency.  In addition, Mr. Obama vowed to seek Congressional ratification for a long-stalled free-trade agreement with South Korea — a possibly risky political move that could please businesses but upset unions and their allies in Congress.  In an apparent attempt to satisfy those groups, the administration said that in exchange for pushing the trade deal forward, Mr. Obama would ask the South to drop restrictions on auto and beef imports; the restrictions have been particularly unpopular with unions.  The decision to seek approval of the trade agreement was a victory for the White House economic team, and the chief of staff, Rahm Emanuel, who supported it over the misgivings of Mr. Obama's political advisers, who worry about angering allies in the months before the critical midterm elections..  Mr. Obama's aides said they would try to resolve lingering issues by the time of the next G-20 leaders' talks, to be held in Seoul, South Korea, in November, and present the deal to Congress shortly after the November elections.  President George W. Bush's administration negotiated the agreement in June 2007, but Congress has not acted on it, nor has the Obama administration pressed the issue until now.  “President Obama's leadership in breaking down barriers to commerce couldn't come at a better time,” said Vikram S. Pandit, the chief executive of Citigroup, who leads a coalition of businesses that have urged ratification of the agreement. He said that the agreement “should lead to increased trade and investments, driving growth and job creation to fuel our economic recovery.”  Senator Max Baucus, the Montana Democrat chairman of the Senate Finance Committee, said he would support ratification as long as “the unscientific barriers Korea has erected against American beef” were removed.  Representative Dave Camp of Michigan, the top Republican on the Ways and Means Committee, said he welcomed the decision. “I hope that this process will provide us an opportunity to address market access for autos and beef and increase the value of the trading relationship,” he said. 
Add-On China Adv

Joint military exercises strain US-Chinese relations
F rank Ching is author of China: The Truth About Its Human Rights Record, ’10 (“Cheonan incident may yet strain U.S.-China relationship”, 7/14/10, China Post, online: http://chinapost.com.tw/commentary/the-china-post/frank-ching/2010/07/14/264640/Cheonan-incident.htm, DA: 7/20/10, ETC)
 
But the Cheonan incident may yet strain relations between China on one hand and the United States and South Korea on the other. Seoul is planning a joint naval exercise with the United States in the Yellow Sea to send a signal to Pyongyang that behavior such as the attack on the Cheonan is unacceptable. However, a Chinese foreign ministry spokesman has warned that Beijing is “firmly opposed to foreign military vessels engaging in activities that undermine China's security interests in the Yellow Sea or waters close to China.” Thus, a warning signal to Pyongyang may turn into a provocation against Beijing and be even more destabilizing than the original Cheonan incident. That is certainly something that none of the parties concerned — China, the United States and South Korea — wish to see.

US-China relations are key to solve for multiple nuclear wars
Desperes, Fellow at the Rand Corporation, ‘01 (John, Fellow at the RAND Corporation, “China, the United States, and the Global Economy.” p. 227-8, jkim)  
Indeed, U.S.-Chinese relations have been consistently driven by strong common interests in preventing mutually damaging wars in Asia that could involve nuclear weapons; in ensuring that Taiwan's relations with the mainland remain peaceful; in sustaining the growth of the U.S., China, and other Asian-Pacific economies; and, in preserving natural environments that sustain healthy and productive lives. What happens in China matters to Americans. It affects America's prosperity. China's growing economy is a valuable market to many workers, farmers, and businesses across America, not just to large multinational firms like Boeing, Microsoft, and Motorola, and it could become much more valuable by opening its markets further. China also affects America's security. It could either help to stabilize or destabilize currently peaceful but sometimes tense and dangerous situations in Korea, where U.S. troops are on the front line; in the Taiwan Straits, where U.S. democratic values and strategic credibility may be at stake; and in nuclear-armed South Asia, where renewed warfare could lead to terrible consequences. It also affects America's environment. Indeed, how China meets its rising energy needs and protects its dwindling habitats will affect the global atmosphere and currently endangered species.    
Add-On Reunification

US bases deter Korean reunification

Nguyen, Human rights activist ’09 (Peter Van, human rights activist on Taiwan, recognized by US as a heroo for ending modern day slavery, http://www.upiasia.com/Security/2009/10/13/us_bases_are_obstacle_to_korean_reunification/1193/, jkim)

However, U.S. military bases in South Korea could pose the greatest obstacle to a peaceful reunification of the Koreas. Even a unified Korea might not want the U.S. military, as reunification would make the objective of providing deterrence against the North redundant. A U.S. military base in a united Korea would only strain ties with China, as it would be difficult to explain why it was required if the North Korean threat no longer exists. Also, millions of North Koreans have a deeply embedded resentment against the United States and are highly suspicious of its geopolitical moves in the region. Many believe that the South Korean government is a puppet of the United States. Stationing troops in Korea after reunification would only reinforce this belief. This would create a deep rift within the Koreas and threaten to derail the reunification process. The complete withdrawal of all U.S. military bases and personnel from the Korean peninsula should follow after a timetable has been set, allowing the new Korea to handle its own security. The question is, will the United States pull out all its troops in order to allow the peaceful reunification of the Koreas? The United States has been dreading a scenario in which its military bases in South Korea could come under threat.

Reunification is key to East Asian Stability

Shuja, Assistant Professor of International Relations’03 (Sharif M., “Korean Unification, August, Adjunct Assistant Professor of International Relations at Bond University, Queensland, http://findarticles.com/p/articles/mi_m2242/is_1651_283/ai_107897403/?tag=content;col1, jkim)

Unification would also change the tenor of relations in northeast Asia. With a single democratic government on the Korean Peninsula, many regional sources of tension would vanish. While a united Korea's chosen alliances and alignments might matter greatly to the powers of the Pacific, they would probably not constitute a casus belli. With open and accountable governance, civilian rule and enthusiasm for commercial progress, a united Korea's foreign policy would likely be moderate and pragmatic--as the ROK's foreign policy beyond the peninsula is today. A united Korea's domestic arrangements could also affect international politics; the example of a solid civil society in Korea would support neighbouring Russia's quest for stable civil institutions and encourage their development in China. The spillover economic benefits of reunification also have a political payoff, integrating the countries of the region in a set of cooperative commercial relationships. The striking point about a successful Korean reunification is that it would benefit all the populations of northeast Asia. Those dividends are by no means assured, but careful and concerted effort can bring them within each. The foregoing implications are reason enough to venture into a speculation about a possibility of Korean reunification. 
Reunification would resolve the most dangerous conflict risk in Northeast Asia.
Morgan, professor of political science and the Thomas and Elizabeth Tierney Chair in Peace and Conflict Studies at the University of California, Irvine, ‘07 (Patrick, Ph.D. from Yale, International Journal of Korean Studies, Fall 2007 • Vol. XI, No. 2, “Re-Aligning the Military and Political Dimensions Of the ROK-US Alliance: The Possibilities”, ciao, twm)
 
In the same way, the most dangerous matter in Northeast Asia is North Korea; getting it opened up, normalized, and eventually absorbed into South Korea and the region would substantially boost peace and security in the area, which is very much an American hegemonic interest. 
East Asian instability causes extinction 

Ogura and Oh, professors of economics, 97 (Toshimaru and Ingyu, Economic Professors, Monthly Review, April, jkim)
North Korea, South Korea, and Japan have achieved quasi- or virtual nuclear armament. Although these countries do not produce or possess actual bombs, they possess sufficient technological know-how to possess one or several nuclear arsenals. Thus,virtual armament creates a new nightmare in this region - nuclear annihilation. Given the concentration of economic affluence and military power in this region and its growing importance to the world system, any hot conflict among these countries would threaten to escalate into a global conflagration.

Add-On South Korea-US Alliance (Democracy)
US-ROK alliance is in trouble now – both countries perceive North Korea as a threat but the method of dealing with that threat is straining the alliance.

Morgan, professor of political science and the Thomas and Elizabeth Tierney Chair in Peace and Conflict Studies at the University of California, Irvine, ‘07 (Patrick, Ph.D. from Yale, International Journal of Korean Studies, Fall 2007 • Vol. XI, No. 2, “Re-Aligning the Military and Political Dimensions Of the ROK-US Alliance: The Possibilities”, ciao, twm)
As noted in the title of this article, the alliance is in trouble because its political and military dimensions are out of sync. Why and how is this the case? Perhaps the best way to demonstrate this is to compare the recent developments in the US-ROK alliance with developments in other US alliance relationships. Since 1945 American allies have always had to cope with tension, at times severe, between the US pursuit of its global  security responsibilities and its tendency to approach regional or local security concerns from some conception of how they fit in the American global effort, and the allies’ natural desire to have American support for their local and regional security concerns. With regard to American global preoccupations, the allies and associates usually raised the following as standard complaints: 1) The US was devoting too much attention and too many resources to other places at the allies’ expense. Europeans were less interested in what happened in Vietnam than that the US was stripping down its forces in Europe of many of its best people to fight that war. 2) The US might be damaged by its military and other operations elsewhere, thus shrinking its willingness and ability to come to their assistance. Taiwan, South Korea, and Israel feared that the Vietnam War would result in undermining the US willingness to fight for them, so each government tried bolstering its military self-sufficiency via a nuclear weapons program. 3) The US would somehow draw them, directly or indirectly, into its distant concerns and security operations, such as when US – supported Israeli operations in the Middle East eventually brought on the OPEC oil embargo against the West, including Japan. With the end of the Cold War, this third criticism of the US in the alliances became more problematic. Most analyses of this development stress that the alliances ran into difficulty because the threats the alliances/associations existed to confront largely disappeared. From a realist perspective, alliances deal with threats – take away the threats, and the alliances fade. However, a more accurate analysis would start with the fact that the decline in threats since the end of the Cold War has mainly been experienced by the allies. Europeans have seen serious threats in their neighborhood mostly from a decline from Russia and other European members of the former Soviet Union as well as from North Africa. American support of their security has been largely for residual and implausible concerns, like the possible return of a Russian threat or to help insure that Germany does  not again dominate Europe. Latin Americans face no external threats and few debilitating internal or interstate conflicts. East Asians worry about North Korea but the DPRK’s conventional military capabilities have been decaying and there is still no evidence that North Korean missiles can carry nuclear weapons or do more than minor damage conventionally. Israel faces no threat of invasion, nor do Kuwait or Saudi Arabia; Israel’s big concern is about a possible future Iranian nuclear weapons capability. Unchanged in the US is the strong perception, even conviction, that there are serious threats it must deal with. This goes with being a hegemon, having to care for not only what are strictly American security national interests but for global security management. From the American view, the alliances might be as important as ever because the US must deal with threats all over the world. Thus, the tension between American global security concerns and the regional and local concerns of the allies has remained constant, even increased. The US wants their support in dealing with its major security concerns, wherever they exist. The allies are not only less interested in those elsewhere than in their own backyards, they have less need to tackle US concerns so as to ensure American help because the US is now less vital for their security. Thus it is not surprising that the US has typically taken the lead in trying to refurbish and redirect the alliances; it has the most to gain. In Europe the US promoted a wide range of adjustments to NATO. It suggested that NATO needed new goals, new activities, and a broader focus. The slogan of the day was that it had to go “out of area” in its concerns or it would soon go “out of business.” Next, it led the way in suggesting that NATO had to stress its community aspects, using them to absorb East Europeans so as to resolve their major security concerns, bringing the East Europeans into the West by, in part, offering them NATO membership. The US also pressed for NATO involvement in the American nonproliferation effort on WMD, and lately in the “war on terrorism” proclaimed by President Bush. The US added that the NATO’s basic design should not change, a design under which the US provides the NATO Commander and the political and military leadership of  the alliance. The obvious goal was not just (as is often suggested in Europe) a continued dominant role for the US on the continent but a better NATO fit into US global security responsibilities. Perhaps the best summary of this would be to say that the US has asked that NATO be strongly supportive of American hegemony. An alternative version would be that the US is seeking a better organizational basis, in part via a reformed and revitalized NATO, for what is really Western hegemony. Still another version would be that the US needs European help to exercise its unavoidable leadership in the international system, the stability and security of which is of great interest to Europeans like everyone else. Whatever the version, the point is that the US wants the alliances, starting with NATO, now to be primarily oriented toward serving the senior partner’s needs and responsibilities. There has been a somewhat similar development in the alliance with Japan. While the US has benefited from Japan as a base for power projection in Asia, from Japan’s perspective the point of the alliance was to serve Japan’s security needs. For years Japan participated in only a limited fashion in its national defense. Until the Gulf War it did not help pay for US security efforts outside Japan. In the 1990s the US began suggesting the alliance needed reorientation. Japan should do more and, as with NATO, this should be within the context of continued American leadership of the alliance. The alliance would focus less on defending Japan, developing broader responsibilities for regional peace and security. (This was almost an “either out of Japan or out of business” approach.) Japan has responded.1 It has continued expanding its power projection capabilities and has been slowly removing constitutional barriers to participation in regional and global security management. It has gradually moved toward cancelling restrictions on its participation in joint defense of the country. It has new arrangements for missile defense that will integrate its capabilities with US missile defense systems and is closer to joint command arrangements on some forces. It now says that a peaceful resolution of the Taiwan dispute is in its national interest, and has actively campaigned for permanent membership on the Security Council. In short, it is becoming a normal great power within the framework of the alliance with the US and is accepting the shift in emphasis in the alliance toward regional and global security management.2 Washington can take satisfaction in its modest success in refashioning the alliances. Even modest success is of major importance. After all, the implications of the overall effort are vast and represent a major step for the peoples involved. No wonder they are cautious and careful, even if the trend is clear. However, thus far the US-ROK alliance has developed differently. Washington has not pressed to give the alliance such a clear out-of-peninsula focus; it suggests this but not so energetically yet. Even though it believes the alliance needs a new focus along those lines, and even though Great Britain excepted, the ROK has sent the largest contingent of forces by an ally to aid the US in Iraq, such steps have been limited and ROK participation in the Iraq War has been obviously reluctant – plainly driven primarily by the need not to alienate the US. Instead of retaining US leadership of the alliance, the ROK government has insisted on taking over the wartime Combined Forces Command. The required arrangements for this will be complete by 2012 under current plans, and are so extensive that the ROK will be left largely in charge of the alliance situation and missions on the peninsula. While the ROK is rapidly upgrading its forces with this in mind, the US is moving its forces well south of the DMZ and Seoul, cutting them by a third, and reorienting them toward missions elsewhere around the world in addition to whatever contribution they might make to South Korea’s defense.3 Most importantly, the allies have been displaying different priorities on security in a clash between the global security management concerns of Washington and the specific regional ones of Seoul. At the heart of the different course for the alliance from the others is this divergence in threat perception. North Korea has remained a serious concern for both parties. As usual, the US has assessed that threat largely in a broad East Asian and global context while the ROK has emphasized its specific national security; there has been nothing new in that. However, since 1997 and especially since 2000, Seoul’s national strategy has married the traditional deterrence posture of the alliance with a strong engagement effort toward the North. Initially, the US was also pursuing engagement plus deterrence, but in 2001, it shifted to a more confrontational approach and away from engagement, indicating it had doubts about the reliability of deterrence over the long run vis-à-vis North Korea, preferred to think more along the lines of a preventive attack and regime change, and saw Pyongyang as almost certainly an unsuitable partner for engagement. Ironically, both governments have tended to soft pedal the conventional military threat from the North, recognizing Pyongyang’s sharp drop in relative military power in the past two decades so they have agreed on that aspect of the threat from the North. However, the South decided that the best way to exploit this in dealing with the North was to deal with it – to open up a wide range of cooperative interactions. This was while the US was moving toward restricting its already minimal cooperation with the North even further. The divergence reflected two broad elements: 1) a differing reaction to the North’s resumption of its nuclear weapons development efforts. To the Roh government, this was not a sufficient escalation of the North’s threat to justify relaxing its détente campaign. To the US, this was evidence of a rising threat to its allies in Northeast Asia and of the ability the North would soon have to make a major contribution to the global proliferation of nuclear weapons, possibly even to terrorists. 2) a difference in priorities. The US saw the broader North Korean threat as most important. South Korea insisted that its desire finally to erase the threat from the North and eliminate the major barrier to unification – the ultimate objective of ROK foreign policy and its national aspiration – took priority. Each then added the claim that the other’s approach interfered with its own, that Seoul’s engagement effort was bolstering the North’s threat to major American interests or that the American hard line was the main barrier to eroding tensions  on the peninsula and opening the door to unification. This implied that the ally’s goal and overall strategy toward North Korea was part of the problem, and thus something of a threat to its own security! That is a good indication of an alliance in trouble. 
Plan improves relations with South Korea by rebalancing the relationship and recognizing South Korea’s powerful new place in the world order.

Morgan, professor of political science and the Thomas and Elizabeth Tierney Chair in Peace and Conflict Studies at the University of California, Irvine, ‘07 (Patrick, Ph.D. from Yale, International Journal of Korean Studies, Fall 2007 • Vol. XI, No. 2, “Re-Aligning the Military and Political Dimensions Of the ROK-US Alliance: The Possibilities”, ciao, twm)

Still others stress the shift in South Korea’s identity as a generation has emerged that is not rooted in the South as poor and backward but reflects its immense progress. South Korean analysts often make the point while suggesting that the alliance needs to be “rebalanced,” because South  Koreans no longer see their country as weak and dependent, but as a rising world powerhouse. This rebalancing is something the US has been slow to recognize as necessary. In this view, South Korean interests and concerns, perceptions and perspectives, priorities and policies should be much more important in shaping the alliance relationship. This is obviously a poor fit with American pressure to have the alliance be of greater service to American priorities.

US-ROK alliance is key to the spread of democracy.

Morgan, professor of political science and the Thomas and Elizabeth Tierney Chair in Peace and Conflict Studies at the University of California, Irvine, ‘07 (Patrick, Ph.D. from Yale, International Journal of Korean Studies, Fall 2007 • Vol. XI, No. 2, “Re-Aligning the Military and Political Dimensions Of the ROK-US Alliance: The Possibilities”, ciao, twm)
However, compared with other US alliances the US-ROK alliance does not look particularly unusual at all. It was developed to meet an imminent and very potent military threat, which was equally true of the Cold War NATO alliance, the US alliances with Taiwan and Japan and the very close association (short of a formal alliance) with Israel. It lay in the heart of what the US considered a vital regional system in terms of its own national security, just as NATO did or the US associations with Iran, Saudi Arabia, Egypt, Israel and others in the Middle East. As with many of its other allies, the US made significant efforts to promote ROK economic development with the idea that it would gradually assume the dominant share of the burden of its national defense. The very high level of community, and the combined (wartime) command in the ROK-US alliance paralleled similar arrangements in NATO and in the lesser (in military terms) but still immense community developed between the US and Japan. All displayed an American liberalist penchant for promoting not just a handshake about plans to fight together but detailed preparations to do so, not just a political-military association of convenience but the domestic development in an imitative fashion of the allies along American lines. The US promoted democracy and capitalism to build a peaceful world of like-minded states and societies, and the allies always seemed to Americans like the best place to start.
XT democracy impact from the 1AC.

Add-On China Influence (In-Comp)

Our entanglement in Korea helps China increase it’s influence.
MacLeod 10 (Calum, June 1, USA Today, p. 1A, “World of troubles for U.S. // Obama returns to the White House facing crises on three fronts; A sunken ship, and talk of war”, lexis, twm) 
 
Such a war could devastate both sides quickly. North Korea and South Korea boast two of the largest and most well-equipped militaries in the world, says Joseph Bermudez Jr., a senior defense analyst for the Jane's Information Group. About 70% of North Korea's 1.2 million servicemembers are stationed near the DMZ, and the South Korean capital, Seoul, and its sprawling suburbs are vulnerable to North Korean artillery, Bermudez says. South Korea has 680,000 servicemembers backed by 28,500 U.S. troops, but it is outnumbered by the North's troops and vast advantage in rocket launchers, tanks and artillery. Bermudez says North Korea could not stand up to the firepower of a U.S.-backed South Korea but could do great damage. Then there is China, a wild card in the dispute that has been the North's main benefactor and protector for the past two decades. It was hundreds of thousands of Chinese troops flooding onto the Korean Peninsula during the Korean War that maintained the division of the country between a western-backed South and a communist North. China has much to gain by maintaining its neutral stance, Bermudez says. He says the current crisis gives China a chance to burnish its reputation as an emerging power -- particularly in developing nations, where through the years it quietly has expanded trade relations and secured oil and precious mineral rights. "By holding the cards and maneuvering the United States on this issue, (China) shows to its Third World friends, allies and partners that it can handle the United States," Bermudez says. "That adds a lot of political juice to (the Chinese) in the Third World. "They may want this (issue) to stick around a while to keep their dog on a leash and keep the United States looking weak. It serves them politically." 
Add-On Economy (In-Comp)
US troops in South Korea cost lots of money

Ha is a Staff writer for the Korea Times, ‘08(Michael Ha, November 21, 2008, Korea Times, “Korea, US nearing Accord on Defense Cost”, Lexis, GWY)
Korea and U.S. representatives have reached a tentative deal on how to share financial costs for keeping American troops in Korea.  The two sides met in Honolulu on Nov. 19 and 20 for a fifth round of talks on how to share defense costs. Reports say the negotiators have agreed on main issues and are just waiting to iron out minor details. They have reportedly agreed on allowing Korea to pay some of its share in goods and services rather than in cash. They also agreed that a portion of Korea's cost contribution could be used to pay for the planned relocation of U.S. soldiers.  Cho Byung-je, ambassador for defense cost-sharing talks, represented Korea in Honolulu. Jackson McDonald, a U.S. senior adviser for security negotiations, represented the U.S. side. Major defense officials from both Korea and the United States also attended the latest round of negotiations.  Yonhap News Agency quoted an unnamed official familiar with the situation as saying that "there was significant progress in the fifth round of negotiations held in Honolulu" and that "although we can't rule out the possibility of another round of talks, the two sides will likely need some consultations through diplomatic channels only to fine-tune details."  Under the tentative deal, Seoul's contribution would increase slightly, up about 2.5 percent to keep up with inflation. Last year, Korea paid some 725 billion won, representing almost 3 percent of Korea's total defense budget. The amount represented 42 percent of the overall cost for maintaining U.S. troops in Korea.  Yonhap also reported that the new cost-sharing contract would be a three- to five-year deal, longer than previous deals that covered two-to-three year periods. Also under the new deal, the U.S. troops would be allowed to tap into Seoul's financial contribution when relocating the U.S. Second Infantry Division to a new base in Pyeongtaek. The United States would still need to pay for moving its frontline troops, as agreed under the 2004 Land Partnership Plan.  Currently, some 28,500 American soldiers are stationed in South Korea. Seoul began paying some financial costs of keeping troops in 1991. 

A low economy causes nuclear war

Mead, the Henry A. Kissinger Senior Fellow in U.S. Foreign Policy at the Council on Foreign Relations, 09(Walter Russell Mead, the Henry A. Kissinger Senior Fellow in U.S. Foreign Policy at the Council on Foreign Relations, February 4, 2009, “Only Makes You Stronger,” http://www.tnr.com/politics/story.html?id=571cbbb9-2887-4d81-8542-92e83915f5f8&p=1, GWY)
None of which means that we can just sit back and enjoy the recession. History may suggest that financial crises actually help capitalist great powers maintain their leads--but it has other, less reassuring messages as well. If financial crises have been a normal part of life during the 300-year rise of the liberal capitalist system under the Anglophone powers, so has war. The wars of the League of Augsburg and the Spanish Succession; the Seven Years War; the American Revolution; the Napoleonic Wars; the two World Wars; the cold war: The list of wars is almost as long as the list of financial crises.  Bad economic times can breed wars. Europe was a pretty peaceful place in 1928, but the Depression poisoned German public opinion and helped bring Adolf Hitler to power. If the current crisis turns into a depression, what rough beasts might start slouching toward Moscow, Karachi, Beijing, or New Delhi to be born?  The United States may not, yet, decline, but, if we can't get the world economy back on track, we may still have to fight.
South Korea-US Turn
Turn – the US needs to recognize South Korean progress and give them a more dominant military role to balance the relationship.

Morgan, professor of political science and the Thomas and Elizabeth Tierney Chair in Peace and Conflict Studies at the University of California, Irvine, ‘07 (Patrick, Ph.D. from Yale, International Journal of Korean Studies, Fall 2007 • Vol. XI, No. 2, “Re-Aligning the Military and Political Dimensions Of the ROK-US Alliance: The Possibilities”, ciao, twm)
These irritating behavior patterns are made more disturbing by the fact that the United States regularly takes security issues too seriously. It sees threats as greater and more urgent than they are and therefore overreacts, becoming too ready to take extreme steps including the use of coercion. This frustration has been clearly evident in recent years in NATO and other US alliances. However, in the US-ROK alliance, it has posed particularly troublesome difficulties. The broad ROK position is that the US has failed to adjust to today’s stronger Korean national feelings and to the enormous progress of South Korea that has helped inspire those feelings. The alliance has not been adjusted to the ways South Korea is now a much more significant country. It needs to become more  “balanced,” with the ROK playing a larger, more independent, role in shaping its own security policy and posture. It should be in charge of joint military operations in fighting a new war. It should be more self-reliant on national defense. It should be in charge of designing and implementing the political strategy for dealing with North Korea – settlement of the division of the peninsula should basically be in Korean hands. Hence the ROK role in the alliance would be larger, its priorities given much more attention. Instead, the US just dismissed the ROK engagement strategy and has pursued policies contrary to it that risked igniting a war on the peninsula and great harm to the ROK.8 

US-ROK alliance on the brink.

Morgan, professor of political science and the Thomas and Elizabeth Tierney Chair in Peace and Conflict Studies at the University of California, Irvine, ‘07 (Patrick, Ph.D. from Yale, International Journal of Korean Studies, Fall 2007 • Vol. XI, No. 2, “Re-Aligning the Military and Political Dimensions Of the ROK-US Alliance: The Possibilities”, ciao, twm)
In a nutshell, the ROK-US alliance faces the following problem: for some time the military and political dimensions of the alliance have been out of alignment on adjusting to the international and national security issues that concern the alliance. In many ways the alliance should be doing well. After all, over time North Korea has become steadily weaker as an international actor, while those who explicitly oppose many elements of its foreign and domestic policies have grown in number, including all its immediate neighbors. The promising opening to the outside world that the North undertook after signing the Agreed Framework has been sharply devalued and it is back to being quite isolated. The economic recovery the North had begun earlier in this decade seems to have slowed. It is difficult to see how the North has benefited in any serious way from its missile tests or its test of a nuclear device. The alliance’s goal of containing and deterring North Korea is well in hand – the DPRK has made no great breakout politically from containment and is militarily even weaker relative to the alliance than before, despite its missile and nuclear weapons programs. In addition, the alliance partners have been doing reasonably well in the East Asian system: flourishing economically, modernizing militarily. Despite all this the alliance has been under great strain in this decade, with much recrimination between the allies, so numerous analysts have suggested that it is not at all healthy. In this case, at least, success has been breeding decay.
AT: US would not get involved in a ROK-DPRK conflict
US involvement automatic in any ROK-DPRK conflict

Bandow 7 (Doug, Senior Fellow – Cato Institute and Robert A. Taft Fellow – American Conservative Defense Alliance, “North Korea and Umbrella Proliferation”, National Interest, 2-1, http://www.nationalinterest.org/Article.aspx?id=13538, da: 7-19-10, rk)
Maybe the United States and its allies will strike an accord with Pyongyang next week, but North Korea has been dashing the hopes of Western diplomats for years. With military pre-emption seemingly off the table, despite the arrival of the F-117 Nighthawk fighters, what can be done if the North forges ahead?  The conventional wisdom is to strengthen and extend America’s nuclear umbrella. Umbrella Proliferation Indeed, Secretary of State Condoleezza Rice responded to recent talk about possible development of a countervailing Japanese or South Korean nuclear weapon by flying to East Asia.  She declared:  “It’s extremely important to go out and to affirm, and affirm strongly, U.S. defense commitments to Japan and to South Korea.” Those promises were understood to be nuclear.  Tokyo, in particular, responded by disclaiming any interest in going nuclear. Although America’s nuclear umbrella for Japan dates back to the end of World War II, the United States has not limited nuclear guarantees to historic allies. In order to convince Ukraine to disgorge the nuclear weapons that remained on its territory after the break-up of the Soviet Union, Washington reportedly provided Kiev with some security guarantees. Whether they include a promise to use nuclear weapons against Russia on behalf of Ukraine has never been revealed. In any case, Kiev may have given up its ultimate deterrent in the belief that Washington was offering an implicit commitment. Moreover, Jim Hoagland of the Washington Post wants America to provide nuclear guarantees for the Middle East.  He writes: “Bush should announce that he wants consultations with Saudi Arabia, Kuwait, Egypt, Jordan and other Arab states—as well as principal U.S. allies in Europe—on extending a U.S. or NATO nuclear umbrella over friendly states in the Gulf.”  This would, Hoagland contends, “enable Arab states to forgo developing their own nuclear programs, just as the U.S.-Japan bilateral security treaty is intended to keep Japan nuclear-free.” It’s one thing to promise to respond to a nuclear attack by a potential global hegemon, the Soviet Union, against a major ally, such as Germany or Japan, especially when Washington has deliberately disarmed them. Very different is to promise to protect Jordan or Kuwait, friendly countries, true, but neither historic nor important allies, against an attack by Iran, a regional power without global reach.  The latter is an extraordinary extension of a doctrine fraught with danger. The Tripwire Doctrine The principle behind extending Washington’s nuclear umbrella is deterrence. That is, smaller nations, even if evil or aggressive, will not risk American retaliation by threatening friendly states.  Moreover, friendly states, sheltered behind a U.S. guarantee, will avoid taking steps opposed by Washington—most particularly, constructing their own nuclear weapons. Undoubtedly, security commitments help deter. The possibility of U.S. intervention raises the cost of war, and thereby discourages aggression. If aggression is less likely, then so is the likelihood that countries will adopt extreme defensive measures. Advocates of extended security commitments, and particularly nuclear guarantees, emphasize these effects. However, though a military guarantee may help deter conflict in this way, it makes conflict more likely in other ways. First, if the U.S. commitment is not credible, there is no deterrent effect. Even a written treaty may not be enough. The famous Chinese challenge—you won't risk Los Angeles to protect Taipei—suggests some doubt in Beijing that the United States would pay the potential price of confronting a nuclear power in order to protect a peripheral geopolitical interest. Second, if war erupts, U.S. involvement (assuming America makes good on its promise) is automatic. Washington loses the ability to weigh costs and benefits in the particular case at the particular time. For decades the quintessential example of this policy was the forward deployment of U.S. forces in Korea, the so-called “tripwire” that ensured sufficient American deaths in any North Korean invasion to trigger U.S. involvement.  That policy may have reduced the likelihood of war breaking out, but only by ensuring U.S. involvement in any conflict. Even a small risk of war would be extraordinarily dangerous when dealing with nuclear-armed states. Confronting China, which has global ambitions, or even Iran or North Korea, assuming they develop a capacity to hit the United States, would be far different than attacking Serbia or Iraq. It would be tragically ironic to survive the Cold War without a nuclear exchange and then blunder into one by intervening in a small conflict of limited importance.         

The U.S. should withdraw forces from the ROK 


Carpenter, Ph. D in U.S. diplomatic history, Bandow, former special assistant to president Ronald Reagan, 10
(Ted, Doug, 2004, “The Korean Conundrum: America’s troubled relations with North and South Korea”, http://books.google.com/books?id=F6MvgkoTQxgC&printsec=frontcover&dq=the+korean+conundrum&hl=en&ei=n6xBTNePEo-TnQeenaX0Dw&sa=X&oi=book_result&ct=result&resnum=1&ved=0CC0Q6AEwAA#v=onepage&q&f=false, mjb)

The ROK’s military lags in quantity of soldiers and material, but only because Seoul has chosen to rely on the US military tripwire (the troop presence that guarantees US involvement in any war on the peninsula) rather than build up its own forces. South Korean military deficiencies could be made up virtually at will, should Seoul decide to invest the necessary resources. But it will do so only if it must do so. And that will be the case only if Washington drops its unnecessary and unnatural defense subsidy of the South. Thus, Washington should prepare a phased withdrawal of its forces from the ROK. The United States should sell South Korea whatever weapons it needs and aid its ally in reconfiguring its forces to adjust to America’s absence. But Washington must end the South’s military free-ride. Defending South Korea is not necessary for America’s defense; to the contrary, garrisoning the  South ensnares the United States in a volatile region where a future conflict conceivably could go nuclear. And the troops will remain a flashpoint in U.S.-ROK relations, preventing the two countries from developing a far more healthy, and equal, cooperative relationship.
Even the smallest ROK-DPRK conflict would drag in the US
Bandow ’10 J.D. from Stanford university, assistant to President Reagan (Doug, http://www.cato.org/pub_display.php?pub_id=11965 , DA:7-14-10,JL)

The United States has had a military relationship with the Republic of Korea (ROK) for 65 years. American forces partitioned the peninsula at the end of World War II, established the ROK as a new nation in 1948, rescued South Korea from invasion in 1950, and deployed as a permanent garrison after the conflict ended in 1953. U.S. troops remain to this day.The Cold War ended long ago. Neither Moscow nor China is likely to back the so-called Democratic People's Republic f alliance has disappeared. The recent sinking of the South Korean naval vessel Cheonan offers a stark reminder that, because of Washington's security guarantee, even a parochial quarrel between Seoul and Pyongyang could drag in the United States. The risk to America might have been warranted when the ROK was unable to defend itself and the Korean confrontation was tied to the Cold War, but there no longer is any cause to maintain a defense commitment that is all cost and no benefit to the United States.
AT Withdraw destabilizes region
AT Withdrawal does not solve S.K. dependence on the US

The US-ROK alliance is outdated and unnecessary; it’s time to abandon the old and usher in a new era of US-ROK relations.
Bandow, former special assistant to President Ronald Reagan, 10 (Doug, 5-14-2010, “The U.S.-South Korea Alliance Outdated, Unnecessary, and Dangerous”, http://www.cato.org/pub_display.php?pub_id=11965, 7-14-2010, mjb)

The U.S.-ROK military alliance has lost its purpose. South Korea is not critical to America’s defense and America’s assistance is not—or at least should not be—critical to South Korea’s defense. Far from improving regional security, the current relationship makes it harder for both nations to act to protect their own vital interests. Especially after the financial crash of 2008, Washington should make policy to promote America’s, not the ROK’s, continued economic development. Doing so would not end the strong relationship between the peoples of the United States and the ROK. Rather, eliminating the alliance would offer a new beginning. The relationship would continue, but now it would be centered on family, trade, culture, and other nonmilitary ties. Security cooperation could continue where warranted, but with America and South Korea as equals. After 65 years of dependence on the United States, the South Korean people should take over responsibility for their own defense. 

South Korean soldiers are more than ready to take full control; the treaty should be ended and troops should be withdrawn
Bandow, former special assistant to President Ronald Reagan, 10 (Doug, 5-14-2010, “The U.S.-South Korea Alliance Outdated, Unnecessary, and Dangerous”, http://www.cato.org/pub_display.php?pub_id=11965, da: 7-14-2010, mjb)

. However, the very modest step is long overdue. Gen. Walter Sharp, commander of U.S. Forces Korea and head of the CFC, notes the limited nature of the change: “This is not the ROK military becoming responsible for the self-reliant forces [sic] to defend the Republic of Korea.”35 It is simply taking over command of combined forces, most of which would be South Korean, from the United States. The ROK and U.S. militaries have worked together for more than 30 years as part of the CFC. Niksch writes: “It is difficult to believe that the South Korean command has not achieved a high level of preparedness.”36 Yet the proposed reform is a tepid measure that just marginally reduces South Korea’s dependent mentality. It also creates the awkward and troubling outcome of putting American troops under foreign military command. A better means to increase deterrence would be for Seoul to increase its own defense expenditures and readiness. Affirming its willingness to act independent of the United States would be a good start. Both sides should use the Cheonan controversy to reconsider an alliance that has outlived its original justification. Once the current crisis passes, the Mutual Defense Treaty should be terminated and the U.S. forces should be withdrawn.37 There is much on which both nations should work together in the future, including military operations where both countries have interests at stake. But such cooperation does not require today’s antiquated security relationship.  

AT Six Party Talks Fail

Six party talks only hope for denuclearization of the DPRK

New York Times 10 (http://www.nytimes.com/2010/05/21/opinion/21fri2.html, “The Sinking of Cheonan”, New York Times, May 20, 2010, da: 7/18/2010)
Washington and Seoul must not close the door on six-party negotiations, which have not met for more than a year. China will have to use its leverage — we suggest a suspension of oil deliveries — to get Pyongyang back to the table.  We know the talks are a very long shot. They are probably the only chance to peacefully curb North Korea’s nuclear program and finally end the Korean war. 

AT North Korea already going to join S.P.T

North Korea withdraws from Six Party Talks 

Hankyoreh ‘09( http://english.hani.co.kr/arti/english_edition/e_northkorea/349869.html, DA:7-15-10,JL) 

North Korea says it will stop participating in the six party talks and refuses to move forward on denuclearization agreements in response to the United Nations Security Council’s “presidential statement” about its recent rocket launch. This recent development means the Korean peninsula will see increased tensions for some time to come.
AT North Korea will never reenter talks

North Korea will re-enter six party talks – leverage for foreign aid
Donald Kirk holds a master’s in international relations from the University of Chicago, ‘10 (Donald Kirk holds a honorary doctorate of letters from the University of Maryland University College, a Ford fellowship at Columbia University’s advanced international reporting program, an Edward R. Murrow fellowship at the Council on Foreign Relations, a National Endowment for the Humanities grant at MIT, “North Korea's desperate measures”, 7/17/10, Asia Times, Online: http://atimes.com/atimes/Korea/LG17Dg02.html, DA: 7/20/10, ETC)
 
WASHINGTON - Behind brave blasts of bombast and bluster, North Korea has one urgent reason for wanting to renew six-party talks on its nuclear program and separate meetings with an American general at the truce village of Panmunjom. 
The overwhelming problem for the North is the nation is now on the verge of its worst famine since the mid-1990s when approximately two million people are believed to have died of starvation and disease. "Food shortages and a more general economic crisis have persisted to this day," according to a report released this week by Amnesty International. The North's "delayed and inadequate response to the food crisis has significantly affected people's health". 
Program (WFP) that belies the victorious tone of North Korean rhetoric since the United Nations Security Council issued a watered-down statement that avoided holding the North responsible for the torpedo attack in March on a South Korean ship in the Yellow Sea that killed 46 sailors. "The progressive improvement in food security" in the first half of this decade "has been reversed in recent years", said the WFP. "The country's reliance on external food supplies is again increasing." 
The question, as always, is where to find the food, and one answer, as far as North Korea is concerned, is to undo some of the damage done by the cutoff of trade and aid from South Korea, from UN sanctions imposed after the long-range missile and nuclear tests of 2007 - and, above all, to get the nations in the six-party talks to approve a tremendous aid package in return for another promise to stop the nuclear program. 
North Korea Ready For 6 Party Talks; They are Willing to Cooperate
NTI 7/19/10(Global Security Newswire, Daily News on Nuclear, Biological, Chemical, and terrorism related issues. “North Korea to Again Meet With U.N. Command” DA: 7/19/10, http://www.globalsecuritynewswire.org/gsn/nw_20100719_1830.php, AV)

North Korean representatives are scheduled to meet with officials from the U.N. Command again tomorrow to discuss the March attack on a South Korean naval vessel, the Xinhua News Agency reported (see GSN, July 16). (Jul. 19) - South Korean soldiers stand guard earlier this month at the border village of Panmunjom. U.N. Command officers are expected to hold new talks tomorrow with North Korean officials (Chung Sung-Jun/Getty Images). The second round of colonel-level talks is intended to pave the way for general-level talks on the matter between the North and the U.S.-led command, which administers the 1953 Korean War armistice agreement. The two sides met last week in a village in the Korean Demilitarized Zone. While confirmed specifics of that meeting are scarce, the North reportedly demanded it be allowed to conduct its own investigation of the sinking of the Cheonan, which killed 46 sailors. The U.N. Command, however, is thought to have said the sinking should be addressed within the parameters of the armistice accord. A multinational probe headed by Seoul concluded that a North Korean submarined-launched torpedo halved the warship. Pyongyang has denied all responsibility in the incident. A recent U.N. Security Council statement on the matter did not accuse the North of culpability. Afterward, the North expressed willingness to resume long-stalled six-nation talks on its nuclear program (Xinhua News Agency, July 19). The South Korean government believes the North Korean regime is readying a diplomatic campaign intended to lower tensions with Seoul, the Yonhap News Agency reported Saturday. Seoul's Unification Ministry wrote in a recent newsletter that Pyongyang seems prepared to "turn the critical mood around through active dialogue" following the Security Council's statement condemning the attack on the ship (Yonhap News Agency, July 17). South Korea's top diplomat, Yu Myung-hwan, yesterday voiced doubts over the Stalinist state's declaration that it was ready to return to negotiations aimed at ending its nuclear weapons program, Agence France-Presse reported. The North is simply attempting to shift pressure from the regime following international condemnation of the Cheonan attack, the foreign minister said. "It is very regrettable that (North Korea) is trying to abuse the six-party talks to make an excuse to shun the global attention to the Cheonan incident," he said in a television interview. The six-nation talks involve China, Japan, the two Koreas, Russia and the United States. North Korea declared the talks "dead" in April 2009 and one month later detonated a second nuclear test device. Since that time, Pyongyang has repeatedly voiced its interest in returning to negotiations but only after sanctions against it are lifted and bilateral negotiations initiated with Washington on a peace treaty to officially end the Korean War. "It is not time to discuss resuming six-party talks with some North Korean strings attached," Yu said (Agence France-Presse I/Yahoo!News, July 18). The Obama administration could dispatch an envoy with experience negotiating with the North in an effort to decisively move past the existing stalemate, AFP reported Multiple diplomatic sources in the South told the JoongAng Ilbo that deputy North Korean envoy to the United Nations Han Song Ryol had extended an invitation to New Mexico Governor Bill Richardson in May to meet over the Cheonan sinking. "I'm aware that the North Korean side told Richardson it is willing to consider expressing regrets or making an ameliorating statement about the Cheonan incident if he visits Pyongyang," one source said (Agence France-Presse II/Google News, July 18).
AT alt. causes for N.K. denuke

North Korea Denuclearization only possible with Six Party Talks

Japan Times 9 (7/17/09, " New IAEA head Amano hopes to revive six-party process", lexis,JL)  

Reviving the six-party talks remains a vital component of the effort to denuclearize North Korea, Yukiya Amano, the next director general of the International Atomic Energy Agency, said Thursday in Tokyo. But Amano, who earlier this month became the first Asian voted in as head of the nuclear watchdog, noted that the IAEA can only play its role once Pyongyang agrees to allow inspectors to enter its nuclear facilities. "There needs to be steps forward within the six-party talks on a process for denuclearization," he said in a news conference at the Foreign Ministry, adding that the IAEA is ready to do its job when called upon. Turning to Iran, Amano acknowledged that Tehran hasn't fully cooperated in the release of information on its nuclear programs and that the agency will continue to push the government for more transparency. Amano, who has served with the Permanent Mission of Japan to the International Organizations in Vienna since 2005, said nuclear nonproliferation and promoting the peaceful use of atomic energy are two key objectives for the IAEA today. He said he will continue to push for both with Japan, the only country to have experienced nuclear attacks. He added that Tokyo is ready to provide technological assistance to those who pursue the peaceful use of nuclear.  

AT South Korea Prolif
South Korea will not build nuclear weapons as long as we are their ally

New York Times 10 (http://www.nytimes.com/2010/07/14/world/asia/14seoul.html?_r=2&partner=rss&emc=rss, New York Times, July 13 2010, da: 7/20/2010)
In 2004, South Korea revealed to the International Atomic Energy Agency that its scientists had dabbled in reprocessing and enrichment without first informing the agency.  “We are not the South Korea of old days,” Mr. Cheon said. “We will never build nuclear weapons as long as the United States keeps its alliance with us. The Americans continue to look at us through the old lens.”  Ellen Tauscher, the United States under secretary of state for arms control and international security, told Congress last year that the Obama administration did not believe that advance consent to reprocess was “necessarily appropriate” for countries like South Korea.  But, Ms. Squassoni said, “It’s a tough call” because the Bush administration did give India advance consent.  “It is understandable why Seoul would be frustrated that India, a non-NPT state, would be given this deal while South Korea, a loyal U.S. ally and NPT member now in good standing, would face resistance from Washington,” said Mr. Pomper of the Monterey Institute.  South Koreans’ sensitivity over how their country is treated by the United States, whose recognition and respect often affect their national pride, is perhaps the thorniest issue negotiators from both sides face.  In the 1990s, a novel in which the two Koreas secretly build nuclear weapons together despite the C.I.A’s assassination of a Korean-American nuclear physicist who was assisting South Korea in this project became a runaway best seller. In the novel, the Koreas launch a nuclear missile at an uninhabited Japanese island as a warning when Japan tries to recolonize the Korean Peninsula.  Nuclear nationalism in South Korea is not entirely fictional.  After North Korea’s second nuclear test last year, calls for “nuclear sovereignty” resurfaced among some right-wing politicians. The administration of President Lee Myung-bak is keeping its distance from them as it prepares for the delicate talks with Washington.  “Nationalism and talk of nuclear sovereignty don’t help,” said Lee Byong-chul, the institute fellow. “It all comes down to whether the United States trusts South Korea. Seoul must convince Washington that it will never build nuclear weapons.” 
A/T No ROK-DPRK Conflict
South Korea will link North Korea with the Cheonan attack, prompting retaliation
New York Times 10 (http://www.nytimes.com/2010/05/19/world/asia/19korea.html?partner=rss&emc=rss, New York Times, 5/18/2010, da: 7/20/2010)
South Korea has concluded that a North Korean torpedo sank one of its warships in March, killing 46 sailors, according to government officials and domestic news reports on Tuesday. South Korean officials are preparing to announce the results of their investigation later this week.  The much anticipated finding will accuse North Korea of committing one of the worst military provocations on the Korean Peninsula since the end of the Korean War, deepening tensions between the countries. North Korea, denying involvement in the sinking, has vowed to retaliate against any attempt to link it with the March 26 explosion that broke the South Korean corvette in half near a disputed sea border. But the South has pledged “resolute measures,” including economic sanctions, once the investigation is complete.  “We will blame a torpedo attack and link it to North Korea,” said a government official briefed on the investigation, adding that the authorities were still fine-tuning an official announcement to be made on Thursday.
Recent tensions put North and South Korea at the brink of armed conflict
ÜMİT ENGİNSOY, Hürriyet Daily News, June 20, 2010  

http://www.hurriyetdailynews.com/n.php?n=on-60th-anniversary-of-korean-war-conflict-still-possible-2010-06-20, DA July 12, 2010

As the Korean peninsula marks the 60th anniversary of the bloody Korean War this week, recent tensions between South Korea and the isolated North have the potential to turn into another armed confrontation. Seoul accuses North Korea of sinking its Cheonan corvette, a small warship, in a torpedo attack March 26, killing 46 sailors. Pyongyang denies responsibility, threatening military action if it is punished for the incident by the United Nations.
South and North Korea are on the brink of conflict NOW 

ÜMİT ENGİNSOY, Hürriyet Daily News, June 20, 2010  

http://www.hurriyetdailynews.com/n.php?n=on-60th-anniversary-of-korean-war-conflict-still-possible-2010-06-20, DA July 12, 2010

Meanwhile, a war of words continues between the South and the North.

“With resolute determination, our military must put together all of its capabilities and resources to sternly deal with any provocations by North Korea,” Gen. Hwang Eui-Don, South Korea’s military chief, said Friday.

North Korea’s official Korean Central News Agency on Friday accused Seoul of “fabricating the evidence” in the warship’s sinking. “This has pushed inter-Korean relations to a total collapse and created such a tense situation on the Korean peninsula that a war may break out right now,” KCNA said, according to a report by Agence France-Presse.
Multiple sparks that could result in war between the North and South Korea.
NYT 08  (3-31-08,   http://www.nytimes.com/2008/03/31/world/asia/31korea.html ,da: July 18 2010, MLSF)
 
 
 
North Korea continued Sunday to lash out at the new conservative government in Seoul, threatening to reduce the South to “ashes” if the South Korean government made the “slightest move” to attack.
The warning, one of the harshest in years, was a response to a statement by Kim Tae-young, the head of the South’s Joint Chiefs of Staff, that his military would strike suspected North Korean nuclear weapons sites if Pyongyang attempted to attack the South with atomic bombs.
North Korea typically makes incendiary statements toward the United States and South Korea when Washington and Seoul conduct joint military exercises or when the countries put pressure on the hard-line government of Kim Jong-il to change its policies. The South Korean government did not respond immediately to the warning Sunday.
The North Korean statement, made by an unidentified military affairs commentator at Pyongyang’s state-run Korean Central News Agency, also reiterated the North’s threat to end all inter-Korean government contacts unless Seoul apologized for Mr. Kim’s remark, which it described as “war mongering.”
“Everything will be in ashes, not just a sea of fire, if our advanced pre-emptive strike once begins,” the commentator was quoted as saying.
South Korea’s new president, Lee Myung-bak, unveiled a major shift last week from the policies of his two liberal predecessors, whose governments had provided billions of dollars of aid for the impoverished North. Mr. Lee said he would drastically curtail such aid unless Pyongyang abandoned its nuclear programs.
Since Thursday, the North has expelled South Korean officials at a joint factory park in the North, test-fired a volley of missiles and threatened to scuttle a deal it made last October to disable its nuclear facilities and give a full list of its nuclear programs in exchange for aid and diplomatic concessions.
At the height of a 1993-94 crisis over the North’s efforts to build nuclear weapons, North Korea threatened to turn Seoul into “a sea of fire,” setting off a panic in the South that prompted residents to rush to stock up on food.
But after a decade of political reconciliation with Pyongyang, South Koreans have grown less afraid of military threats from the North, and there was no sign of panic Sunday in Seoul.
The South’s Defense Ministry has said that Mr. Kim’s comment last week about possible attacks on the North should not be interpreted as an intention to launch a pre-emptive strike.
The North has conducted a nuclear test, but it is unclear whether the country has mastered the ability to deliver a working nuclear weapon.
Tensions high now – U.S. Navy’s Seventh Fleet’s confrontation with North Korean ships 
Greg Torode is the Chief Asia Correspondent at South China Morning Post 09 (“A policy adrift; Despite its might, the US Navy is no match for Pyongyang's rust-bucket cargo fleet”, 6/24/09, South China Morning Post, Accessed through LexisNexis, DA: 7/19/10, ETC)
 
On paper, it is shaping up as a David versus Goliath battle on the high seas. On one side is the muscle and technology of the US Navy's Seventh Fleet, its commanders determined to enforce UN sanctions seeking to punish North Korea for its second test of a nuclear bomb. On the other is North Korea's tiny fleet of rusting merchant ships. They are some of the oldest and most decrepit vessels afloat in the region.
Yet, despite the apparent mismatch, the outcome is far from clear. North Korea's warning that any attempt to interfere with its ships will be an "act of war" shows a blunt understanding of the long-established freedoms of the ocean, just as the Pentagon's plan to escort any ship, rather than force its way on board, displays the limits of its lawful reach. And just as Pyongyang's international engagement is by turn bellicose, recalcitrant and Machiavellian, the way it runs its ships seems almost designed to frustrate and confuse.
Plagued by safety infringements, North Korean ships favour the region's smaller, lesser-known ports, frequently docking on the mainland, the Russian Far East and Vietnam. Even one of the fleet's favoured cargoes - scrap metal - makes any external electronic search for more suspicious booty largely fruitless. "There is not much you can't hide under a load of scrap metal," said one Asian diplomatic veteran of previous crackdowns on North Korean ships.
It was no surprise when the Kang Nam - the first North Korean ship on the US radar screen since the UN Security Council passed fresh sanctions 10 days ago - was reportedly steaming for Myanmar rather than Singapore as first thought, flanked by the US destroyer John S McCain. A US ally and a respected port operator, Singapore would have happily searched the ship had it arrived, exploiting UN resolution 1874.
The document "calls upon" - rather than forces - nations to inspect Pyongyang's vessels if there are "reasonable grounds" to suspect contraband is on board. The resolution continues the ban on luxury goods, hoping to squeeze Kim Jong-il's tiny elite, and outlaws a wide range of nuclear and conventional weapons and technology. It is geared to not just halting any spread of North Korean nuclear technology, but also thwarting its lucrative arms trade.
Myanmar, however, is run by a military regime that is the subject of US sanctions itself, and is likely to prove a far more genial host to the Kang Nam - giving the first round to Pyongyang.
British academic Hazel Smith, of Cranfield University, is one who fears the new US administration of President Barack Obama is pursuing a dangerously "banal" approach to its first foreign policy failure.
"Interfering with them on the high seas is a red herring," Professor Smith, an expert in international security, said. "There's plenty you can do to North Korean ships in ports under existing procedures and regulations that really make this high-seas stuff look sensational and confrontational. It really does risk an overreaction."
 

On the brink of war with North Korea
Ken Moriyasu is a Staff Writer in the International News Department for the Nikkei Weekly in Japan, ‘10           (Moriyasu is a graduate of Sophia University in Japan, “U.S. Seventh Fleet floats at the ready to thwart N. Korean missile threat”, 6/15/10, Nikkei Weekly, Accessed through LexisNexis, DA: 7/19/10, ETC)
 
The Seventh Fleet had already created an early warning network made up of Aegis destroyers and various radar installations focused on North Korea, due to that country's April missile tests. It dispatched two Aegis ships with a missile defense system to the Sea of Japan before the missile launch tests were conducted on April 5.
The U.S. Navy is thought to be preparing tactical plans that take North Korea into consideration, and according to U.S. Navy technical adviser Jun Kitamura, "The Seventh Fleet is poised to move if the Obama administration gives the go signal for military attack plans regarding North Korea." Specifically, Kitamura went on to say, the U.S. Navy is training for the possibility of dispatching a special nuclear submarine task force from the Sea of Japan and the Yellow Sea to attack Pyongyang.
 

North Korea is no real threat, but treating it as one incentivizes other countries to develop nuclear weapons
Scott Thompson was a professor at the Fletcher School of Law & Diplomacy at Tufts University, ‘09 (“Baiting a trap for the mouse that roared”, 6/3/09, New Straight Times, Accessed through LexisNexis, DA: 7/19/10, ETC)
 
The real threat from North Korea's nuclear weapons is not that it would or could use them in the region; by the point a crisis had ratcheted up to that point, China would have closed down Pyongyang's oil supplies, Japan would have thrown its post-war "defence-limited" constitutional constraints away, and South Korea would have mobilised.
More pertinently, the Seventh Fleet would have moved in for the kill.
It's rather that North Korea, in "getting away with it", sends a signal to Iran and other would-be nuclear states that club membership is available and brings international respect, not to mention regional fear. It scares Israel, with its 200 nuclear weapons, into heightened military preparations and sets back the ever-receding normalisation of ties in that region.
But there's a third question. Stephen Bosworth, the present American negotiator for this crisis (and he's my dean, as well as a former ambassador in Seoul), is often quoted as saying that what Pyongyang wants is respect, not military position as such.
But if the state is a failed one, and its leadership a joke, why not treat it as such? Nothing diminishes as much as ridicule. What finally destroyed Kwame Nkrumah was a speech by the revered Tanzanian leader Julius Nyerere, who from an African unity platform scoffed and laughed at Nkrumah's pretensions given Ghana's diminishing economic reality.
It was soon all over for "the Osagyefo" - the "Redeemer", his title around the country. It reminds one of "Dear Leader", doesn't it?
Now, I'm not proposing that concerned parties confine their response to the North Korean leadership to laughing at its porn habits, costly Cognac and expansive golf courses. It's too frightening: Seoul is so close to the demilitarised zone and there are still millions of South Koreans who remember the horrors of the Korean War.
But look at where the weaponry comes from. North Korea's Gross National Product, though difficult to measure, is around $30US billion (RM104 billion), probably about a 40th of the South's. It's about equivalent to a middling American city, less than a third of that of a major metropolis like Chicago. It can generate short-term fear but not long-term fright.
True, that doesn't affect the present nuclear conundrum. But it helps to put matters in perspective. I would encourage leaders to laugh a bit at North Korea. Prostrating themselves hasn't worked very well, after all.
Treating Kim Jong-Il with respect has just upped his demands. Deal with him as vulgar; Oscar Wilde observed that as long as war "is regarded as wicked, it will always have its fascination ... when it is looked upon as vulgar, it will cease to be popular".
Well, the ridiculous and vulgar mouse has roared but, alas, it's a rat. Rats can be caught too. The real option for all of us is to treat North Korea as a house of cards, with a tiny economy and ill-proportioned military, that can and will collapse, sooner rather than later.
Risks are still present
Kim'10 (Jack, "Q+A - How serious is the Korean Crisis and risk of war?", June 16, http://in.reuters.com/article/idINIndia-49340820100616, da: 7-19-10, rk)
 
IS EVERYTHING SAFE AND SOUND? No. As the level of rhetoric rises, there is always a risk of skirmishes which could in turn develop into wider conflict. Lee raised the stakes by saying in a national address the South would exercise its right to defend itself if the North provoked it again. North Korea has said much the same. Both have carefully avoided sounding like the aggressor, promising to fight only if the other strikes first. But South Korea said it would resume loudspeaker broadcasts against the North at their armed border. Pyongyang says it will shoot at the equipment. South Korea's defence minister has repeatedly said it would defend itself if the North begins shooting by quickly returning fire with overwhelming intensity. Another risk could be the build-up of U.S. military forces on the peninsula that will be seen by the North as a sign of imminent invasion, something that leaders in Pyongyang are said to be genuinely afraid of. The United States, which has about 28,000 troops stationed on the peninsula, threw its full support behind South Korea but said it was working hard to stop the escalation getting out of hand.
Risk of North Korean attack high now.
The Australian 10 (July 22, “Nominated spy chief tips Korea as conflict hot spot”, lexis, twm)
 
James Clapper, the man nominated to head the US spy community, told senators yesterday he feared a period of ``direct attacks'' by North Korea on its southern neighbour. Mr Clapper was testifying before senators,who must confirm his nomination as director of national intelligence. South Korea, the US and other nations accuse the North of torpedoing the Cheonan corvette near the tense Yellow Sea border in March. The North denies involvement in the sinking, which claimed 46 lives, and says any retaliation could spark war. ``The most important lesson for all of us in the intelligence community from this year's provocations by Pyongyang is to realise that we may be entering a dangerous new period when North Korea will once again attempt to advance its internal and external political goals through direct attacks on our allies in the Republic of Korea,'' Mr Clapper wrote in response to questions. ``North Korea's military forces pose a threat that cannot be taken lightly.'' Mr Clapper, Defence Secretary Robert Gates's top intelligence adviser, was posted in South Korea in the 1980s. Mr Gates -- currently in South Korea -- and the South's Defence Minister Kim Tae-Young announced a joint military exercise on Sunday in the Sea of Japan as a warning to North Korea. Barack Obama tapped Mr Clapper, a retired air force general and veteran of US spy efforts, to replace retired US navy Admiral Dennis Blair. 
We are on the brink of war in Korea – many people underestimate the risk. The war would cause massive casualties and risks both chemical and nuclear use.
MacLeod 10 (Calum, June 1, USA Today, p. 1A, “World of troubles for U.S. // Obama returns to the White House facing crises on three fronts; A sunken ship, and talk of war”, lexis, twm) 
 
For several years, South Korea has pursued a policy of aid and diplomacy to the repressive and closed Stalinist country on its northern border, as a way of keeping peace. The "Sunshine Policy" involved sending North Korea massive shipments of food, financial aid and even the building of factories to provide work for the impoverished people of the North. That policy cooled somewhat when President Lee Myung Bak took power in 2008. Now the policy is in tatters, as South Koreans question whether their kindness was repaid with the killing of its sailors. Many now say the North must be punished and the South must take a more confrontational stand. "If an American, British or Israeli ship had been attacked," Park says, "then war would have started already." The sinking has prompted South Korea's government to throttle back on aid to the North and demand the United States back its quest for sanctions against Kim before the United Nations Security Council. South Korea's legislature discussed holding off on a turnover of military power to its military by U.S. forces, which have had a large base here since the 1950-53 Korean War. The South also cut off aid to the North and set up a naval blockade of its waters. But last week. South Korea's defense ministry said it had called off a threat to resume propaganda loudspeaker broadcasts into the North, which had threatened to fire on the speakers, according to the Yonhap News Agency. And the South had yet to act on a threat to shut down a complex of 100 South Korean factories at Kaesong in southern North Korea where about 40,000 North Koreans work. 'Casualties like we've never seen' The trouble follows several provocations from the North, which has bedeviled attempts by three successive U.S. administrations to rein in its nuclear ambitions. In April 2009, the North launched a long-range rocket over the Sea of Japan. That month, it also began reprocessing spent fuel rods at a nuclear plant it had agreed to shut down. In May, it conducted a nuclear test in violation of U.N. resolutions. In June, it sentenced American journalists Euna Lee and Laura Ling to 12 years of hard labor. The two were released last August, after a visit by former president Bill Clinton. This year, a May 20 report of international analysts commissioned by South Korea said the Cheonan was sunk by a torpedo, likely from a mini-submarine the North is known to possess. The report and demands for sanctions have prompted threats of war from the North, which denies sinking the Cheonan and maintains a massive army along most of the Demilitarized Zone (DMZ) between the North and South. On Sunday, North Korea mobilized 100,000 people in Pyongyang for a rally with signs that read, "Beat up the reactionary traitor Lee Myung Bak" and "Stop and destroy provocations by the bellicose South Koreans and the U.S. mavericks," according to The Chosun Ilbo newspaper. North Korea might not be done. Adm. Michael Mullen, chairman of the U.S. Joint Chiefs of Staff, says a provocative act might come soon if tensions do not ease. Koreans have long lived with the nightmarish possibility of a devastating war, but the likelihood of conflict increases when all communications are cut off as they are now, says Daniel Pinkston, a regional analyst based in Seoul for the International Crisis Group, a think tank. If war does break out, "there could be casualties like we've never seen," Pinkston says, as the North will "get off a lot of artillery" before being stopped, and there is the potential that chemical and even nuclear weapons could be used. Yet for now, "people are going about their business and discount the possibilities," Pinkston says. "It may be denial, as the possibility is too horrible to imagine."
Risk of miscalculation right now is extremely high.
MacLeod 10 (Calum, June 1, USA Today, p. 1A, “World of troubles for U.S. // Obama returns to the White House facing crises on three fronts; A sunken ship, and talk of war”, lexis, twm) 
 
The situation can get a "whole lot worse before it could get better," says Victor Cha, an analyst at the Center for Strategic and International Studies, a think tank in Washington Cha says North Korea's decision to cut off a naval hotline with South Korea leaves the opportunity for miscalculation on both sides. The lack of communication comes as the U.S. Navy and South Korean navy prepare for a joint military exercise. "We're in this clear cycle now without any clear exit ramps. The danger about conventional provocations is that the DMZ and the balance of forces are on hair-trigger alert on both sides," says Cha, who adds that he worries North Korea may attempt another strike against South Korea. "There's an action-reaction cycle that in some ways is more dangerous than the possibility of a conventional war." Such a war could devastate both sides quickly. North Korea and South Korea boast two of the largest and most well-equipped militaries in the world, says Joseph Bermudez Jr., a senior defense analyst for the Jane's Information Group. About 70% of North Korea's 1.2 million servicemembers are stationed near the DMZ, and the South Korean capital, Seoul, and its sprawling suburbs are vulnerable to North Korean artillery, Bermudez says. South Korea has 680,000 servicemembers backed by 28,500 U.S. troops, but it is outnumbered by the North's troops and vast advantage in rocket launchers, tanks and artillery. Bermudez says North Korea could not stand up to the firepower of a U.S.-backed South Korea but could do great damage. Then there is China, a wild card in the dispute that has been the North's main benefactor and protector for the past two decades. It was hundreds of thousands of Chinese troops flooding onto the Korean Peninsula during the Korean War that maintained the division of the country between a western-backed South and a communist North.
AT Keep troops in South Korea
US should leave South Korea – too expensive, they don’t want us there, and they don’t have our back
CBS News 10  (July 18 2010  http://www.cbsnews.com/stories/2010/04/11/opinion/main6386737.shtml  MLSF)
 
Proceeding against the advice of my cardiologist, I must concede that for once, Ron Paul is actually on to something. The ground component of U.S. Forces Korea, which costs U.S. taxpayers billions of dollars a year to maintain, is an equally unaffordable political liability on the South Korean street. We should withdraw it. Every Saturday night off-post brawl is a headline in the muck-raking Korean press, for which the American soldier is inevitably blamed, and for which angry mobs perpetually demand renegotiations of the Status of Force Agreement to give Korea’s not-even-remotely-fair judicial system more jurisdiction over American soldiers. 
The South Korean people do not appreciate the security our soldiers provide. The way some of them treat our soldiers ought to be a national scandal. Many off-post businesses don’t even let Americans through their front doors. The degree of anti-Americanism in South Korea is sufficient to be a significant force protection issue in the event of hostilities. 
South Korea does not have our back. South Korea made much of the fact that it sent 3,000 soldiers to Iraq, where they sat behind concrete barriers in a secure Kurdish area of Iraq, protected by peshmerga, making no military contribution and taking no combat casualties. Their contribution to the effort in Afghanistan has been negligible, which is more than can be said of their contribution to the Taliban (previous President Roh Moo Hyun reportedly paid them a ransom of up to $20 million in 2007 to free South Korean hostages who took it upon themselves to charter a shiny new bus to bring Christianity to Kandahar). South Korea has been an equally unsteady ally against China. 
The American security blanket has fostered a state of national adolescence by the South Korean public. Too many of them (some polls suggest most) see America as a barrier to reunification with their ethnic kindred in the North. Maybe nothing short of a North Korean attack on the South can encourage more sober thinking by South Koreans about their own security, but I suspect a greater sense of self-reliance and even vulnerability might. 
During my service in Korea, as U.S. taxpayers subsidized South Korea’s defense, South Korea subsidized Kim Jong Il’s potential offense with billions of dollars in hard currency that sustained the very threat against which we were ostensibly helping to defend. South Korea never made North Korea’s disarmament a condition of this aid. Instead, that aid effectively undermined U.S. and U.N. sanctions meant to force North Korea to disarm. What does South Korea have to show for this colossal outlay now. 
Because South Korea, now one the world’s wealthiest nations, expects up to 600,000 American soldiers to arrive protect it from any security contingency, successive South Korean governments actually cut their nation’s defense rather than modernizing it and building an effective independent defense. Consequently, South Korea still has a 1970-vintage force structure, designed around a 1970-vintage threat, equipped with 1970-vintage weapons. 
This is partly the legacy of ten years of leftist administrations, but it’s also the legacy of military welfare that allowed South Korea to defer upgrading its equipment, building a professional volunteer army, and organizing an effective reserve force to deal with security contingencies. Worst of all, South Korea diverted billions of dollars that should have been spent on modernizing its military into regime-sustaining aid to Kim Jong Il, to be used, as far as anyone knows, for nukes, missiles, artillery, and pretty much everything but infant formula. To this day, South Korea continues to resist accepting operational control over its own forces in the event of war. 
The U.S. Army presence in Korea is an anachronism, defending against the extinct threat of a conventional North Korean invasion. The far greater danger is that if Kim Jong Il assesses our current president as weak, he will choose more limited or less conventional means to strike at our soldiers and their families. Given the reported presence of Taliban operatives in Seoul, he might even plausibly deny responsibility for an attack. 
Thus, while I don’t go so far as to accept the Princess Bride Doctrine (”never get involved in a land war in Asia”), I do not believe it is wise for us to have our forces within easy artillery range of Kim Jong Il, such that he may freely choose the time, place, and manner of our involvement 
I offer two qualifications here. First, this is not to suggest that we unilaterally abrogate the alliance with South Korea. Our air and naval installations in Korea provide useful power-projection capability and are far more secure, ironically, than our many scattered and isolated Army posts. 
I can imagine any number of contingencies for which we’d want to have the ability to move people and supplies into South Korea in a hurry.
Second, this is not to suggest that Ron Paul is not an anti-Semitic crypto-racist advocate of a thoughtlessly escapist foreign policy, and broadly speaking, an imbecile. This is just one occasion in which he inadvertently, in the fashion of a stopped clock, aligns with the correct result.

AT South Korea can’t defend themselves
South Korea is capable of commanding US forces in a wartime situation.
Stars and Stripes 10, (By ASHLEY ROWLAND AND HWANG HAE-RYM. “Will South Korea be ready to assume wartime command?” DA:7/19/10, http://www.stripes.com/news/will-south-korea-be-ready-to-assume-wartime-command-1.101057, AV)
 
One of the most vocal supporters of the change is U.S. Forces Korea commander Gen. Walter Sharp, the current head of the Combined Forces Command, who would lead allied forces in a war today. He said during a recent interview with Stars and Stripes that South Korea’s military, while not capable of fighting a war against North Korea on its own, is capable of leading the two countries during wartime. “This is not the ROK military becoming responsible for the self-reliant forces to defend the Republic of Korea. That’s not what OPCON transition is,” he said. “It is the ROK military taking responsibility for the defense of their country in a combined warfighting environment with the U.S., side by side, just as we are right now.”
Plan solves costs, terrorism, strategic flex., anti-Americanism
Withdrawing Troops From South Korea Solves Costs, Terrorism, Strategic Flexability, and Anti- Americanism
Cummings U.S. Army 04(Colonel John P. Cummings United States Army, “SHOULD THE U.S. CONTINUE TO MAINTAIN FORCES IN SOUTH KOREA?” DA; 7/19/10. http://www.dtic.mil/cgi-bin/GetTRDoc?AD=ADA423298&Location=U2&doc=GetTRDoc.pdf, AV)
 

RECOMMENDATIONS WITHDRAW U.S. GROUND FORCES FROM SOUTH KOREA Considering the capability of the ROK Military and the recent disparate demands on the United States military, the time is ripe to withdraw ground forces from South Korea. This course of action will enable the military to apply more resources toward the global war on terrorism. Furthermore, there will be inherent cost savings by withdrawing ground forces from South Korea. The American force structure currently in Korea could be deployed elsewhere (Afghanistan, Iraq, or Bosnia). Withdrawal of forces would eliminate the infrastructure cost of maintaining hundreds of individual camps required to forward base U.S. ground forces. Furthermore, the removal of U.S. ground forces would halt the progress of anti-American sentiment among the South Korean population.
AT DA Allied Prolif

Non-unique - Obama's nuclear stance is already causing our allies to proliferate.

Bolton, former ambassador to the U.N., 2010 (John R., senior fellow at the American Enterprise Institute and author of "Surrender Is Not an Option: Defending America at the United Nations and Abroad", The Washington Times, Folding Our Nuclear Umbrella, April 28, 2010, www.washingtontimes.com/news/2010/apr/28/folding-our-nuclear-umbrella/, DA: June 27, 2010) RY   
Thus, while there unquestionably are variations among America's allies about the precise implications of Mr. Obama's global withdrawal from U.S. strategic nuclear dominance, the overall direction is not in doubt. U.S. decline leaves the allies feeling increasingly on their own, uncertain about Washington's commitment and steadfastness and facing difficult decisions about how to guarantee their own security. Ironically, therefore, it is America's friends that might increase nuclear proliferation, not just their mortal foes. This is the reality created by the retreat of nuclear America, the exact opposite of the Obama administration's benign optimism, namely that reducing U.S. capability would encourage others to do the same. 
AT DA Japan Prolif

US withdrawal from Korea won’t scare Japan.
Kyodo News International 10(“SCOPE: U.S. troop cutback in S. Korea may change E. Asian security situation.” DA 7/19/10 <a href="http://www.thefreelibrary.com/SCOPE%3A+U.S.+troop+cutback+in+S.+Korea+may+change+E.+Asian+security...-a0118113726">SCOPE: U.S. troop cutback in S. Korea may change E. Asian security situation.</a>, AV)
 
Meanwhile, a Japanese government official said, ''The U.S. troops stationed in South Korea are those mainly belonging to the Army, a type of military deployment during the Cold War, but those stationed in Japan are chiefly Navy and Air Force personnel, a type of deployment in the 'post-Cold War' era.'' ''There will be no major impact from the U.S. global military transformation,'' said the official.
AT DA Afghan Troop Shift
Non-unique Iraq reductions will ensure enough troops are sent to Afghanistan.
Irish Sun  09  (July 18 2010  http://story.irishsun.com/index.php/ct/9/cid/45d771c7290844e9/id/557900/cs/1/, ellipses in original, MLSF)
 
 “That’s a big undertaking, and it’s difficult,” the admiral said. “We’ve got to get the schools in, we’ve got to get the housing in, [and] we’ve got to have the entire infrastructure in the peninsula upgraded to make sure that we are ready for that transition.” Mullen also talked about changes occurring with the U.S. military in Iraq and Afghanistan. U.S. and NATO forces are in their ninth year of fighting in the Middle East, but where there was once doubt in Iraq, security is sustained and Iraq now can focus on building its government capacity, he said. “Most of what’s left in Iraq, quite frankly, is politics,” he said. “When they have the elections in January, we start a pretty rapid drawdown in the March timeframe … from 120,000 troops to about 35,000 to 50,000 less than a year from now. “There was no group that made a bigger difference than men and women in uniform,” he said of the progress made in Iraq. “I’m extremely grateful for your service, for the difference … and the sacrifices that you make. He added that all U.S. forces will be out of Iraq by Dec. 31, 2011, allowing more focus on securing and building a democracy in Afghanistan. Families also share in the sacrifices servicemembers make in the name of freedom and democracy, the admiral said. Mullen’s wife, Deborah, met with spouses there during their visit and also is meeting with spouses of troops in Japan today. 

Troop shift good - WITHDRAWAL WILL CAUSE CONFLICTS WITH PAKISTAN AND OTHERS

DNA 7-15-10[DNA Read the World, “Catastrophic consequences of walking away from Afghanistan” -- http://www.dnaindia.com/world/report_catastrophic-consequences-of-walking-away-from-afghanistan_1410016]

Any hasty withdrawal of US troops from Afghanistan could have catastrophic consequences and active cooperation of Pakistan is a must for comprehensively defeating al Qaeda and Taliban, America's point man for the region Richard Holbrooke has said.  "This is my personal view, if we walk away from Afghanistan, again, as we did 21 years ago, the consequences will be similarly catastrophic because of the unique strategic position of Afghanistan and the reaction that it would have in Pakistan, China, India and the countries to Afghanistan's west," the Obama Administration's special envoy told the Senate Foreign Relations Committee.  He said to achieve success in the war torn country, it would involve continued American economic and development assistance.  "This will not be cheap, but it will be a fraction of the money that is now being authorised and appropriated for the military campaign. When we will be able to transition to that is impossible for me or anyone to say, but it won't be on a single day. It will be a gradual process, and that is what the review in December and the President's decision making will focus on," Holbrooke said in response to questions from Senators.  On Pakistan's role, he said, "We cannot succeed in Afghanistan without Pakistan's participation."  Holbrooke told Senators that the very fact that he was appointed as the Special Representative for Pakistan and Afghanistan, in itself was a reflection of the fact. "The US government reorganised to reflect the fact that you cannot succeed in Afghanistan without Pakistan's involvement."  Indicating that Washington was putting pressure on Islamabad for a larger crackdown in the Waziristan tribal belt Holbrooke said, "We do not have enough action yet on the Pakistani side of the border. Here is a perfect example of why the two countries cannot be disaggregated for purposes of policy.   We got what we wanted on one side of the border, but we haven't gotten it on the other yet. And Americans are being killed and wounded because of this."  The American envoy also conceded that western part of Pakistan is a safe haven for terrorists. "The western part of Pakistan, the lawless areas, are the epicentre of the issues that threaten our country. They directly link to the Taliban but they're in Pakistan," he said responding to concerns from Senator Jim Webb.  "We have made real progress in Pakistan in the last year and a half, but the focus is so overwhelmingly on Afghanistan -- for valid reasons; that's where our troops are -- that we have lost -- we haven't even recognised the movement in Pakistan across the board: economically, politically, strategically," Holbrooke said.  To achieve the goal to disrupt, dismantle and defeat al Qaeda and prevent its ability to threaten the United States, Holbrooke said the US has to degrade the Taliban because they are part of the enemy structure, a different part but an integral part that America faces.  "Now, the Afghan government doesn't yet have the capacity to deal with this on its own. How could they after 30 years of war? And so the civilian part of it, police, government capacity, rule of law, sub-national government, training provincial official, women's empowerment and a whole series of other major issues -- are part of our civilian programs," he said.  The civilian strategy of the Obama Administration, he said, is designed from keeping al Qaeda at bay and it's designed to help Afghan institutions establish conditions for stable governance.

More troops good-Afghan withdrawal emboldens the Taliban and Al Qaeda—causes state collapse

Mark A. Thiessen, AEI visitng fellow, June 29, 2010. “President Obama's Detrimental Deadlines” American Enterprise Institute for Public Policy Research. http://www.aei.org/article/102244, da: 7/15 

 What is it with President Obama and artificial deadlines? First he set a deadline for shutting down Guantanamo by January 2010--yet the detention center remains open and the New York Times reports that the White House has given up on closing it before Obama's term ends. Instead of learning from that experience, Obama set another misguided deadline--this time to begin an American withdrawal from Afghanistan by July 2011. Whether the president realizes it or not, he is going to have to abandon that deadline as well--and the sooner he does so the better. The Guantanamo deadline only cost him some momentary embarrassment; the Afghanistan deadline could cost us a war. At his confirmation hearing tomorrow, Gen. David Petraeus will be pressed to answer a difficult question: Can his counterinsurgency strategy in Afghanistan succeed when the U.S. has already announced a date for withdrawal? There is growing concern among congressional Republicans that the answer is no. Until last week, a revolt had been brewing among senators who backed Obama on the surge but have concluded that the deadline could bring down the entire war effort. Petraeus's nomination has for the moment quelled this insurgency on Capitol Hill, but concern remains that Petraeus may not be able to quell the insurgency in Afghanistan if the president does not untie his hands. As Missouri Sen. Kit Bond put it, if the withdrawal date stands, Obama is "setting [Petraeus] up for failure." The deadline is more than a tactical error; it is a strategic miscalculation that undermines almost every element of our efforts in Afghanistan. A withdrawal date undermines the very premise of a counterinsurgency strategy -- that by protecting the population, you can earn their trust and get them to help you root out the terrorists and insurgents. As columnist Charles Krauthammer has explained, Afghans will not risk joining us in the fight if they think America will soon be leaving them to the mercy of the Taliban. The damage goes even deeper than that. The stated purpose of the deadline is to put pressure on Afghan President Hamid Karzai to eliminate corruption and increase the legitimacy and effectiveness of the Afghan government. Instead, it has had the opposite effect--creating a perverse incentive for Karzai to make overtures to the Taliban, and cut deals to stay in power, so that he can cover his bets when the Americans leave. The deadline is also weakening our coalition. It is hard enough to get NATO countries to cough up troops, but when our NATO allies believe that America is packing its bags, they start packing as well. Canada has announced its mission will end in 2011. In February, the Dutch announced they will withdraw by this December. And last week, Poland declared that all its troops will be leave by 2012 because, as the head of Poland's National Security Bureau put it, Afghanistan is heading toward a "strategic catastrophe" and Poland needed to "seek a way out of this situation." Obama can hardly push back on NATO allies to stay if America is not committed to staying itself. The deadline also sends the wrong message to Pakistan. Elements of Pakistani intelligence have long maintained quiet ties with the Taliban and other jihadist groups, using these militants to destabilize Afghanistan and India. Obama is pressing Pakistan to cut these ties and help us dismantle these networks--an effort that is critical to the success of both our mission in Afghanistan and our campaign against al-Qaeda in Pakistan's tribal regions. But if the Pakistanis perceive America is leaving, why would they accede to such pressure? The withdrawal date also emboldens the Taliban. As Arizona Sen. John McCain puts it, "We cannot tell the enemy when you are leaving in warfare and expect your strategy to be able to prevail." Obama's defenders point to the fact that Petraeus set a timeline for withdrawal in Iraq. But that timeline was set nine months after the surge began, when Iraq had clearly turned a corner. We have not yet turned a corner in Afghanistan. Moreover, at the height of the surge, President George W. Bush vetoed a bill that would have created a deadline for withdrawal--sending a clear signal of America's determination to prevail. Today, Obama appears to be hedging for defeat. At the G-20 summit, Obama complained that there has been "a lot of obsession" with the withdrawal date. He tried to put some nuance on the deadline, declaring that beginning to withdraw troops in a years' time doesn't mean we will "close the door and shut off the lights." This nuance is lost in the voyage across the Hindu Kush. Obama cannot afford to repeat in Afghanistan what he did in Guantanamo--let the deadline linger for months after the administration knew it could not be met. The "obsession" will not end until he repudiates the withdrawal date, clearly and unequivocally. But lifting the deadline alone is not enough; the president needs to start projecting resolve. When his health care bill was in trouble, Obama barnstormed the country like his presidency depended on it--explaining the stakes, the consequences of failure, and why he would not accept defeat. He needs to start doing that for Afghanistan--explaining the stakes, the consequences of failure, and why he will not accept defeat. If Afghanistan truly is a "war of necessity," then the security of our country depends on it. His presidency depends on it as well.

No link: Their cards don’t actually say troops will move from South Korea to Afghanistan.
AND

Troops from South Korea will not be redeployed to Afghanistan

Sung-ki, Staff Reporter Korea Times, 9 (Jung, http://www.koreatimes.co.kr/www/news/nation/2010/05/205_22308.html, Korea Times, “No Redeployment of Korea Troops to Afghanistan”, 04-10-2008, da: 7-22-2010, mjb)
South Korean officials expressed negative views Friday about the idea of redeploying forces to Afghanistan to support U.S.-led stabilizing operations in the central Asian nation.  ``We've just pulled our troops out of Afghanistan. I think it will be impossible to send them again,'' a senior military source said on condition of anonymity, responding to a report that Washington wants to discuss Seoul's troops redeployment to Afghanistan with the Lee Myung-bak government.  In a congressional confirmation hearing Wednesday, Kathleen Stephens, the U.S. ambassador-designate to South Korea, expressed hope that the issue will be discussed during the upcoming summit between Presidents Lee and George W. Bush next week, Yonhap News Agency reported.  ``I think this is a discussion we should have with the new government. I think we need to discuss what the needs are in Afghanistan and see how they can contribute,'' Stephens said.  She was responding to questions from Sen. Barbara Boxer (D-Calif.), who asked why Seoul was hesitant to send forces there despite requests from Washington to help stabilize Afghanistan, according to Yonhap.  ``South Korea understands the need to have stability at its border,'' the senator said, suggesting that such an understanding should extend to security in central Asia. ``I would hope that in this new opportunity we have with you and the new president, that we will make that case.''  Last December, all South Korean non-combatant troops returned home, ending their five-year-long humanitarian operations in Afghanistan, following the death of a soldier in a suicide bomb attack and the abduction of 22 South Koreans by Taliban militants.  After the troop pullout, South Korea has been contributing to the security of the central Asian country by joining the NATO-led Provincial Reconstruction Team (PRT).  PRT is an administrative unit administering international aid to Afghanistan and Iraq, consisting of civilians and military specialists who perform small construction projects or provide security for others involved in aid and reconstruction work.  A Defense Ministry official said the United States has not requested the redeployment.  ``That's just remarks made by the ambassador-designate during a confirmation hearing. We haven't received any request on troop redeployment to Afghanistan from the U.S. government,'' the official said.  South Korean forces consisting of engineers and medics conducted humanitarian and rehabilitation work in Afghanistan from 2002 to 2007.  The Dongui Medical Unit was dispatched to the country in September 2002 to support the U.S.-led Operation Enduring Freedom aimed at toppling the Taliban regime that ruled most of the country from 1996 to 2001. The Dasan Engineering Unit was sent to the country a year later.  The operation was initiated in late 2001 after the Sept. 11 attacks and Islamic extremists refused to hand over Osama bin Laden, who the United States accused of masterminding the attacks on U.S. soil. Washington also aimed to disrupt the use of Afghanistan as a terrorist base for operations.  About 44,000 coalition forces from 44 nations are conducting military operations in the country under the command of the NATO-led International Security Assistance Force, according to reports. 
AT DA South Korean Politics

Myung-bak good
Issues with the prime minister ensure Myung-Bak will soon be a lame duck.
Hancock ’10 (July 9, Ben, The Christian Science Monitor, “Why South Korea's prime minister appears poised to resign;”, lexis, twm)
 
South Korean Prime Minister Chung Un-chan appears poised to resign, in what would deal a humbling blow to the government of Lee Myung-bak, who picked Mr. Chung less than a year ago to lead a major policy initiative. The parliament's rejection last week of that drive - which sought to revise the planned relocation of several government offices to a new city - means Mr. Chung has become a political burden to President Lee, analysts say. Local media reported earlier this week that Mr. Chung expressed his plans to resign in a Saturday meeting with the president. On Wednesday, the Yonhap news agency quoted a source at the presidential office as saying Lee was ready to accept that offer. Kim Chang-young, a spokesman for the prime minister's office, would not comment on the report. More political theater But more political theater may precede Chung actually stepping down, says Hahm Sung-deuk, professor of political science at Korea University. "At this moment the president is trying to save his image," says Mr. Hahm, adding that the Lee government is now engaged in a "face-saving strategy." Mr. Hahm speculates the president will not immediately accept Chung's resignation because it would appear tactless, but that ultimately the prime minister will go. South Korea is one of about 80 countries, including Iceland and Madagascar, that have both a president and a prime minister. Here the president serves as chief of the executive branch; the prime minister is his lead assistant, and would act as president in the case of his death. "The incumbent prime minister is a symbol of the revised plan for Sejong City," Hahm says. "Unfortunately, the Sejong revision plan was rejected by the people in the June 2 elections, therefore there is no political utility for the current prime minister for the president." Last month's regional elections saw Lee's Grand National Party (GNP) lose key seats, including in the Chungcheong region where Sejong City is being built. Sejong City a compromise Plans for the new town were introduced by Roh Moo-hyun during his 2002-2008 presidency, after his initial effort to entirely relocate the capital was deemed unconstitutional. Sejong City, named after the king who invented Korea's alphabet, was meant to be a compromise that would ease congestion in Seoul by moving some government offices out of the capital. It was also expected to be an economic boon to the underdeveloped central part of the country, winning Mr. Roh political favor among a swing constituency. Chung became the point man for Lee's opposition to the plan when he took office in September last year, drafting a revision to make Sejong a business hub instead. Backed by Lee, formerly mayor of Seoul, the prime minister stressed that splitting the capital would cause inefficiency. Critics thought he was neutering the plan. Even after the proposal was rejected in parliament Thursday last week, Chung maintained his stance. "If Sejong is built according to the original plan, the president will be in Seoul while the prime minister and other ministers will be in Chungcheong," he said in a speech the following day. "And when an urgent national issue arises, the decisionmaking process will be slowed and it will be more difficult to handle the crisis." Lame duck? The failure of the effort, combined with the outcome of the June 2 elections and political infighting within Lee's party, leaves a rough road ahead for the administration. One Korean political expert, who requested anonymity because the issue is sensitive, says the impact of Chung's resignation on the president's ability to govern "is certainly negative." "I think we will see a lame duck quite soon," he adds. Then there's the question of who will fill Chung's shoes. If I were [the president], I would appoint Park Geun-hye," says the expert, referring to Lee's chief political rival in the GNP and a longtime supporter of the original Sejong City plan. "But I guess that is not likely." 
AT DA South Korea-US Alliance

No link – it’s not about military issues it’s about other foreign policy priorities.
Morgan, professor of political science and the Thomas and Elizabeth Tierney Chair in Peace and Conflict Studies at the University of California, Irvine, ‘07 (Patrick, Ph.D. from Yale, International Journal of Korean Studies, Fall 2007 • Vol. XI, No. 2, “Re-Aligning the Military and Political Dimensions Of the ROK-US Alliance: The Possibilities”, ciao, twm)
 
This view would be more convincing if the US had not recently agreed to more engagement with the North, to the transfer of the Combined Forces Command responsibility to the South in any future war with the North, and to reductions in the profile of American forces in South Korea. For years the US has suggested, as it has with its other allies, that South Korea should carry more of the load in providing for its security. Polls show no massive decline in good feelings toward Americans, nor of a big drop in Americans’ attitudes toward the ROK.6 (Lee) This strongly suggests that the heart of the problem is a clash between the current governments and rejections by each of the other’s recent foreign policy priorities. This is not really surprising since the enormous political, economic, and social progress of South Korea has made the two societies much more like each other, which is normally the road to much better relations among democratic countries. 
 

 

No link – it’s a political issue not a military one.
Morgan, professor of political science and the Thomas and Elizabeth Tierney Chair in Peace and Conflict Studies at the University of California, Irvine, ‘07 (Patrick, Ph.D. from Yale, International Journal of Korean Studies, Fall 2007 • Vol. XI, No. 2, “Re-Aligning the Military and Political Dimensions Of the ROK-US Alliance: The Possibilities”, ciao, twm)
 
The disagreements can plausibly be traced, in part, to political ineptness on the part of both governments in recent years. Generally speaking, the military leaders and other military personnel of the two nations seem to find their level of cooperation and compatibility quite high. They do not feel that the ability of the two armed forces to work together for Korea’s defense has diminished.7 Hence the title of this article. The political and military dimensions of the alliance have become misaligned and this needs fixing to make the alliance healthy again. 
 

Turn – the US needs to recognize South Korean progress and give them a more dominant military role to balance the relationship.
Morgan, professor of political science and the Thomas and Elizabeth Tierney Chair in Peace and Conflict Studies at the University of California, Irvine, ‘07 (Patrick, Ph.D. from Yale, International Journal of Korean Studies, Fall 2007 • Vol. XI, No. 2, “Re-Aligning the Military and Political Dimensions Of the ROK-US Alliance: The Possibilities”, ciao, twm)
 
These irritating behavior patterns are made more disturbing by the fact that the United States regularly takes security issues too seriously. It sees threats as greater and more urgent than they are and therefore overreacts, becoming too ready to take extreme steps including the use of coercion. This frustration has been clearly evident in recent years in NATO and other US alliances. However, in the US-ROK alliance, it has posed particularly troublesome difficulties. The broad ROK position is that the US has failed to adjust to today’s stronger Korean national feelings and to the enormous progress of South Korea that has helped inspire those feelings. The alliance has not been adjusted to the ways South Korea is now a much more significant country. It needs to become more  “balanced,” with the ROK playing a larger, more independent, role in shaping its own security policy and posture. It should be in charge of joint military operations in fighting a new war. It should be more self-reliant on national defense. It should be in charge of designing and implementing the political strategy for dealing with North Korea – settlement of the division of the peninsula should basically be in Korean hands. Hence the ROK role in the alliance would be larger, its priorities given much more attention. Instead, the US just dismissed the ROK engagement strategy and has pursued policies contrary to it that risked igniting a war on the peninsula and great harm to the ROK.8 
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